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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, April ~5, 1913. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a . m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol· 

lowing prayer: · 
0 Lord our God and our Father, ever ready to bear the 

prayers of Thy, children, we would draw near to Thee with open 
hearts that we may recei>e of Thy spirit sufficient unto the 
needs of the hour · that we may control our thoughts and direct 
our ways in cons~nance with our highest conceptions of r~ght 
and truth and justice that we may render unto Cresar the thrngs 
that are Cresar's and unto God the things that are God's, and 
so fulfill the law and the prophets. In the spirit of the Master . . 
Amen. 

The Journal of th~ proceedings of yesterday was read. . 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Journal as read will 

stand approved. 
l\Ir. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 

notice the Journal shows that yesterda~ the Speaker accepted 
the resignation of Mr. COLLIER from the committee to attend the 
exerCises in regard to the Jefferson memorial and appointed 
another Member of the House to succeed him. I do not desire to 
be · captious in the matter, but I would like to inquire what 
authority there is by this House for the appointment of anyone 
to attend those exercises? 

The SPEAKER. Well, the Chair will state to the gentleman 
that that is not the only difficulty about that committee. When 
the resolution was passed during the last Congress the Speaker 
studied a good while to determine whether he really could 
appoint on that committee any Member of the Sixty-second 
Congress who was not going to be a Member of the Sixty-third, 
and so on; and the Chair really did not know whether he had 
any authority to do that or not, but it seemed to the Chair the 
only thing to do-- . 

.Mr. MANN. The Speaker will remember the resolution which 
was passed in the last Congress was a simple House resolution. 
I suppose the gentleman who drew it drew it in conformity with 
the idea of a Senate resolution, which was somewhat similar--

The SPEAKER. Yes. 
l\Ir. MAJ\TN. Forgetting the distinction between the two 

bodies the Senate being a eontinuous body and the House not 
being ~ continuous body. That resolution provided for t.he ap­
pointment by the Speaker of 12 Members of the House to at­
tend those exercises and the Speaker exercised that power. 
When the Oongress adjourned that power under the resolution 
ceased. 

The SPEAKER. Well, did the committee cease? 
Mr. M:li"'rn". Well, that is another question. The House 

since then has passed a bill appropriating money to pay the 
expenses of that committee. I do not know whether the Speaker 
had taken it into consideration or bow many members were 
.,.oinO' to resign. I have noticed since the appropriation was 
~ut down a very large number of distinguished gentlemen not 
connected with this House ha Ye declined to go. I did not know 
how many would decline to go-

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the best of bis recollec­
tion about this is that be was notified that Mr. COLLIER could not 
.,.0 and Mr. BORLAND wanted to go, or something of the sort, before 
this cut was made in the appropriation. 

Mr. MANN. Oh, I did not refer to 1\Ir. COLLIER in that con­
nection. I said gentlemen not connected with th1s House. 

The SPEAKER. Mr. COLLIER did not want to go on account 
of this tariff bill, he being a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee. That is his reason. Of course, everybody knows a 
ticket from here to St. Louis costs $23, sleeper $5, three or 
four meals will run it up to three or four dollars more, tip to 
the porter, and so forth, altogether would increase the actual 
expenses of a trip from here to St. Lob is to $30 and $30 back; 
hotel bill tllere, and so forth; but that had nothing to (lo with 
l\Ir~ CoLLIEB declining to go, but the reason was because he 
wanted to be here, being a member of the Committee on Ways 
and l\f eans. 

l\fr. l\IANN. I am very sure that l\fr. COLLIER would not ha·rn 
·declined to go, e-rnn if there llad been no appropriation on that 
account. I wanted to call attention to it because I think the 
Honse ought to remember .when it passes resoi utions of this 
sort that one House has no authority beyond its term of office. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair entirely agrees with the gen­
tleman. 

1\Ir. l\.IANX We understood that when the original resolution 
was passed at the last session. · · · 

1 The SPE:.AKEit. But the gentleman was here and permitted 
this appropriation to i1ass the other ~ay, and, so far as that 

point is concerned, other Members did not raise any sort of 
objection to it. Of course that does not preclnde him from 
making this statement; and the Chair was in donbt, and is yet, 
whether or not that resolution that was passed in the last Uo'n­
gress was such a resolution as authorized the committee ap­
pointed to do anything beyond that Congress, but acting under 
the circumstances the Chair was not going to raise any such 
question himself. 

Mr. l\fANN. I certainly do not desire to be understood as iu 
any way criticizing the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that. 
l\fr. MANN. I did not raise the question on the floor the 

other day when the appropriation passed, it is true, although I 
stated privately that I did not understand how anybody could 
spend the money, because there was not any commit~ee author­
ized to do anything. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Journal will stand 
approved. 

There was no objection. 
THE TARIFF. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the -Committee of the . Whole House on the 
state · of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 3321. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Who1e House on the state of the Union for the further con­
sideration of the bill ( H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and 
to provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee in the chair. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I had no intention to partici­
pate in the general debate on this bill; the new Members on 
the Democratic side were sent here to act, not to talk. 

The 14 distinguished Democrats on the Ways and l\:leans Com­
mittee, who have spent months of time and labor in the prepa· 
ration of this measure, are much better prepared to enlighten 
the House and the country upon its provisions than· other Mem­
bers can possibly be; and while I concur in the judgment of 
the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] 
that the country has a right to expect and demand of the ma­
jority in this House prompt action on its part, I believe that tne 
comparati>ely short period of time allotted to the large ma­
jority upon this side of the Chamber might wisely have been 
awarded to the Demo~ratic member of the Committee on Ways 
and l\Ieans. 

But, 1\Ir. Chairman, while in attendance at the session of the 
House yesterday I propounded certain questions to two dis· 
tinguisbed Republican Members, who are among the oldest in 
point of service and certainly among the ablest in ability on 
that side of this Chamber; I refer to the two gentlemen from 
Michigan, l\Ir. FORDNEY and Mr. HAMILTON. 

At the conclusion of his speech I asked the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FoRDNEY] by what process of reasoning he was 
able to conclude-as he had alleged in his remarks-that the 
panic of 1803 was caused by the Wilson-Gorman tariff law.­
which was not enacted until August of 1894? To this he replied 
that the country bad been convulsed with the panic of 1893 in 
anticipation of the enactment of that law, which was about 
one and one-half years subsequent to the commencement of the 
panic. 

I then inquired of the gentleman from Michigan why it was 
that no panic had resulted from the induction into office of a 
Democratic administration this year and the introduction of the 
Underwood bill, which pronded for a lower average of tariff 
rates tlian had the original Wilson bill introduced in December 
of 1893? To this the ingenious gentleman from Michigan replied 
that the workingmen of this country had saved so much money 
under the Republican administration that they refused to per-
mit a panic this year, or words to that effect. . 

The other gentleman from Michigan [l\Ir. HA.MILTON] read 
into his speech some figures prepared by President Taft's Tariff 
Board, showing the comparati-ve rates of wages pai.d in the 
cotton and woolen mills Qf England, Germany, Belgrnm, and 
other European countries, and these figures disclose tha t the 
rates of wage paid cotton and woolen mill employees in El;ig­
land are very substantially higher than. in any of the coun~·ies 
on the Contjnent of Europe, all of which have the protectirn­
tariff system. 

At that point I asked the gentleman from Michigan to explaift 
why wages were twice as high in free-trade England as they 
are in protectiYe countries on the Continent, and why these low· 
wage counh·ies which are much nearer Englnud than they are 
America do' not flood ·England with cheap - goods and capture 
her borne and foreign markets,. and tile genUeman from Mich-
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igau admitted that he· did not know and could not· explain this 
apparent repudiation of Republican campaign logic by cold facts 
collected by a Republican administration. • · 

The remarks of both the distinguished gentlemen from Mich­
igan, the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD announces this morning, are 
withheld for revision and "will appear hereafter." 

The truth is, l\Ir. Chairman, that these are pertinent illus­
trations of the " pro-bunco-publico " argument of Republican 
campaign orators which have been dinned into the ears of the 
American people during the past 20 years. 

A government can no more create prosperity among its people 
by increasing taxation than an individual can lift himself by' 
his l>oot sh·aps; the first violates the laws of political economy 
and of common sense as much as the latter does the law of 
gra\ita tion, and it is high time that the American people, and 
especially their National Representatives, got back to bedrock 
principles in dealing with the tariff question. 

In •1S9G the Republicans ran away from a discussion of the 
money question because it was politically expedient to do so 
and easier to raise the vast sums of money used by them in that 
campaign by promising to increase tariff rates than by agree­
ing to maintain the gold standard, which required no change in 
the existing law. If the Republicans had been free to reduce 
some of the exorbitant rates of the Wilson-Gorman law and 
then let the tariff alone, the people of this country would have 
been saved most of the cruel extortions to which they were 
later subjected by the trusts and combinations which were 
fue legitimate brood of the prohibitory rates imposed by- the 
tariff law of 1897. 

But tlle men who had contributed the millions of dollars to 
carry the election of 1896 demanded their " pound of flesh," and 
were represented in the United States Senate by the men to 
wllom the money had been contributed and who wrote into the 
bill the rates demanded and the Dingley law was the measure 
of thei r demands. 

The War with Spain and the steady increase in the procluc­
tion and supply of gold which injected into the arteries of 
trade and commerce a life-giving stimulus akin to fresh pure 
bloo<.l in the human body resulted in the quickening of trade and 
_industry to such an extent that the great body of the people 
were insensible to the legitimate results bound to follow the 
prollibitory rates imposed by the Dingley Act. 

Thoughtful people were quick to obsen-e the effect which the e 
extortionate rates of duties were l;>ound to produce. Sheltered 
from competition from all foreign countries, it was as natural 
for the domestic manufacturers to form combinations as it is 
for the sparks to fly upward. 

In his las.t public utterance made just before his assassina­
tion in 1901, President .McKinley, who had approved the Dingley 
law, appealed for a modification of its rates in language as 
earnest and strong as political consistency would permit. Then 
Roosevelt succeeded to the Presidency and McKinley's appeal 
went unheeded. 

. <?(~nsummate _p?litician th.at he was, Roosevelt saw the possi­
b1ht1es for ra1smg camp::ugn funds in the exorbitant tariff 
schedules and made goou use of them in 1904 as the recent 
publication of the campaign expenses in that ye~r prove. 

Hoose\elt spoke guardedly at times about revising the tariff 
through a tariff commission, but it was obvious that he was 
simply reminding the protected intere&ts of their obligations to 
him ~or. permitting the scandalous rates of the Dingley law to 
remam m force. 

He ~otly denied that prob1bitiYe tariff rates encouraged the 
form_ation of trust~ and. combinations, as charged by the Re­
publicans of Iowa rn their platform, and otherwise behaved in 
a way that won him the enduring friendship of the men who 
own .a~d control manr of the lar~e t trusts in this country. 

Wilham H. Taft, rn announcmg his candidacy for the Re­
publican nomination in 1908, declared in favor of a reduction 
of tariff rates and ~dmitted that the tariff . raised prices; this 
was n new Republican departure and caused much political 
!rouble and. turmoil late1: on; just . when the foreigner quit pay­
rng the tariff was not disclosed, but Taft admitted that he no 
longer did so. 

Taft's subsequent nomination and election was followed by 
one of the saddest political tragedies in our history; Taft really 
wanted to. reduce t~e ~ari~, but his party had been mortgaged 
to the tanff beneficiaries m exchange for campai.;n funds and 
was powerl_ess to car~ ?ut its pledges to the people, and the 
Payne-Aldrich law, revislilg the tariff up instead of down was 
the result. ' 
. What followed is recent history. Thi::.; administration came 
into power under a solemn pledge to revise the tariff down­
waru, "uul)listakably downward," and I believe that this 
covenant with the American people will be faithfully kept. 

L-28 

The bill ' now before the House is unmistakable· evidence of 
the earnest purpose of the Democratic leaders to keep faith with 
the American people, and it will pass this House in due time 
make no mistake about that. ~ 

If influences elsewhere are successful in stutt:ng this bill with 
the odious features so characteristic of Republican legislation 
upon the tariff, the re~ponsibility will not be ours unless we 
adopt it. 

Political death, swift and certain, awaits any Democrat who 
now doubts or falters. We were sent here to prepare and pass 
a tariff law which will bear the test prescribed by the Demo­
cratic platform adopted at Baltimore; if any Democrat in whom 
~he people have reposed trust and confidence now betrays them, 
it were better for him that a millstone were tied around his 
neck and that he were then ca&t into the bottomless sea. [Loud 
applause on the Democratic side.] 

l\lr. U:t\~ERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield to ·the· gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [l\lr. PALMER]. 

l\lr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I do not propose, in the time 
which I shall occupy, to discuss the ·rnrious theories upon which 
the different political parties in this country would write tariff 
laws. I do not propose to pay any attention to the tariff ques­
tion as an academic proposition. It seems to me that the 
country during the past four years has had a surfeit of tariff 
discussion and that what the people are interested in now more 
than anything else is the purpose and the effect in a practical 
way of such tariff legislation as any political party proposes to 
the American people. I shall occupy my time, therefore, first 
in submitting some general observations upon the effect and 
purposes of this proposed law, intended, at least, to be of an 
entirely practical nature. And then, if time permits, I shall 
hope to pay some attention to the details of one of the schedules 
of this tariff law which is of greatest interest to· the great in­
dustrial State which I in part represent upon this floor. 

Before proceeding, however, I want to accept this oppor­
tunity to put into the RECORD, on behalf of his Democratic col· 
leagues on the Committee on Ways and l\leans and on behalf of 
his party associates on this floor, a grateful acknowledgement of 
the large debt which our party and our country owe to the dis­
tinguished chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. • [Loud 
applause on the Democratic side.] His name will go down in 
the history of the Republic along with those of t>ther great legis­
lators of . past days, enduringly associated and linked with a 
great revenue measure. He will take his place when this law 
goes upon the statute books amongst the immortals of thb; 
Republic. [Applause on the Democratic side.] His unfailing 
courtesy, not alone to members of this committee and members 
of his party in the House, but to Members generally and to 
those citizens of the country who have come here to see us be· 
cause interested in this legislation; his uniform good judgment 
and sound-common sense; his consummate tact and his infinite 
patience under a.ny and all circumstances, baye been the most 
powerful factors in making this great bill what it is. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] His party can never pay to him the 
debt which it owes, unless-perhaps I should say until-it re­
wards him with the honor of the only office in the Republic 
which is larger in power and responsibility than that which be 
now occupies. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.] 

l\lr. QUIN. We are going to do that. 
Mr. PAL:;'ifER. I have seen suggestions-principally in a 

hostile or, at least, critical pre s-that the name of another, 
or the names of others, will necessarily be linked with his in 
giving a title to this great tariff bill. There has been coopera­
tion on the part of others in high official place in the prepara. 
tion of this bill, and I am glad that that is so; but there is 
no man in the Nation, in public station or in priYate life, who 
believes that any other has had sufficient to do with the prepa­
ration of this · law to permit his name to be linked with that 
of Osc.AR -ul\J>ERwoon as its maker. [Applause on the Demo­
cratic side.] 

There is another thing I want to remark before ·1 begin what 
I intended to say. Some reference has been ma.de upon the floor 
and elsewhere, principally by these neophytes in legislation who 
come here as so-called " Progressives," by way of severe criti­
cism of the methods which haye been employed in the prepara­
tion of this bill and its submission to the Congress. I think I 
can say with entire truth that no tariff bill which has ever been 
pre ·ented to the House of Representatives has received more 
careful study, thought, attention, and consideration at the hands 
of its makers than has this bill. We have been studying this 
question, yes, we have been writing this bill, constantly for more 
than two years in the Committee on Ways and l\Ieaus. We 
began with the opening of the Sixty-second Congress, even be­
fore, and by bringing into the House various laws amending 
various schedules in the bill we were compelled, eYeu had we not 
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been willing, to give the deepest and closest attention to the 
question as far as those particular schedules were concerned. 
Upon the elections in the country going in fayor of the Demo­
cratic Party, when it became apparent that it would be our 
duty to write a general revision of the tariff laws, the Com­
mittee on ·ways and Means began its open sessions. 

It listened to manufacturers and others interested, coming 
from all parts of the country, for nearly 30 days, sitting from 
10 o'clock in the morning, almost daily, far into the night. 
Since that time its members haYe granted informal hearings to 
perhaps thousands more whO have been interested on both sides 
of this great question. 
. There hns not been a day since the opening of the Sixty­
second Congress, more than two yea.rs ago, when the experts em­
ployed by the Ways and Means Committee haYe not been at 
work compiling statistics and gathering facts and lending as­
sistance to the members of the committee in the preparation of 
the Yarious schedules in the law; and when these hearings, 
formal and informal, had been completed the Committee on 
Ways and Means, or the majority members of it, in accordance 
with the custom that has obtained in this House during all its 
history, went into executi\e session apart from their brethren 
of opposite faith and spent nearly two months and' a half in 
daily sessions writing the details of this proposed law. 

When that work was completed, in striking contrast with the 
precedents in this House, the bill was published to the cotmtry 
and given to our opponents at least three weeks before they 
were asked to consider it or vote upon it in committee or in the 
House. Four years ago the first knowledge which the minority, 
then the Democratic members of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, had of the terms of the Payne bill was when it was laid 
in front of them in the Committee on Ways and Means and 
they were asked to vote upon the proposition of reporting it to 
the House. This year the bill was in the hands of the Repu~­
licans in this House and in the hands of the people of the coun­
try for three weeks, and during most of that time the Demo­
cratic membership of this House considered the bill in caucus. 
where eyery Member was given the fullest, the freest, and fair­
est right, not only to discuss eYery single item in it but to amend 
it in e?ery particular in which he desired to submit his propo­
sition to the caucus. 

There never h1l.s been a time, I repeat, when there was such 
careful, thorough, and pains.taking consideration of the terms 
of a bill, or such an earnest and honest effort to give every man 
a fair and free chance to express his views and impress them 
upon the legislation of his country, to participate in which he 
was ent here by his people. 

There can be no question as to the attitude of the American 
people with respect to the present tariff law. The demand for a 
substantial reduction in the rates of duty has been long con­
tinued, insistent, and widespread. It began before the enact­
ment of the present law, became louder on account of the failure 
of that law to satisfy in any pa.rt the claims of its sponsors, 
and is to-dny so general that it is accepted by all parties as, in 
itself, ample justification for an immediate and thorough re­
vision of the tariff rates. No issue in the history of the Republic 
was ever more squarely presented to the people, more thoroughly 
discussed by the people, nor more definitely settled than this. 

The D0mocratic Party, therefore, approaches the work .now in 
hand with no misgiving as to the popular call for action and 
with no doubt that its action, as indicated by this bill~ responds 
to the will of the people plainly expressed. We entered into 
solemn co>enant to do this thing, and we present this bill as 
the redemption of our obligation. If enacted into law in sub­
stantially its present form it will meet with the approval of 
the Nation and remain upon the statute books for years to 
come as the happy solution of a long-vexed question if, and only 
if, two conditions obtain after its enactment. It must have 
the united support of the political party which is responsible 
for it, and it must permit American indush·y to proceed toward 
the capture of a larger share of the world's markets without 
causing an embarrassment, resulting from the changed condi­
tions, sufficient to bring distress to any large body of our 
people. We who so firmly believe that every tax law should 
be written without fear or favor. we who have long and hith­
erto fruitlessly contended that the protecti>e system is built 
upon a structure of special priv1lege for the few at the expense 
of the masses of the people must be quite as deeply interested 
in the permanency of our work as in the mere doing of it. If 
it shall so turn out tlrnt the Underwood law shall be so weakly 
nourished in the confidence of the people that it fails to survive 
the great test of the next popular election, our wasted effort 
will be a small .burden for us to carry compared with the in­
crensed iniquities that will be heaped upon an unsuspecting 
people by the sudden return to the oppre sive system of taxa-

tion from which we hope to relieve them by this bill. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

Thc:!ory may write a tariff bill but it wili- not keep it on the 
books. [Applause on the Republican side.] I am glad we all 
agree about tha.t. Economic truths may govern in the framing 
of a revenue law, but political and business conditions are more 
important in sustaining it when framed. [Applause.] We shall 
shut our eyes to the strong possibility of a repudiation of the 
time-honored theory upon which the Democratic Party would 
write its revenue measures if we do not consider with great 
care the political and business conditions of the times and so 
write the details of the law based upon that principle, and so 
present the finished work to the country as wm most strongly 
appeal to the sound political sense and the good business judg­
ment of a people peculiarly wise in political thought and ex­
ceptionally keen in business acumen. 

No tariff bill has ever remained long upon the statute books 
which failed to enlist the united support of the party which 
was responsible for it. The Wilson law received its death knell 
when a Democratic President denounced it in unmeasured 
terms. The Payne law ne--rnr had a chance to li>e after a large 
section of the Republic-an Party had left upon lt the scars which 
resulted from efforts to stran°'le it at its birth. A great people 
will never accept the handiwork of men who quarrel over their 
creation. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

We have, I hope, learned of history. The opposition of the 
Republican remnant upon this floor and elsewhere, like that 
of the Progressive embryo [laughter], will be readily discounted. 
The people expect it. Opposition of any considerable element 
within our own party, unless it be that of special interests, 
whose antagonism may be considered a credit to the bill, will 
doom the law to an early repeal. 

Realizing these things, and having no hope or thought that 
the tariff · can ever be settled upon its economic truths with­
out resorting to its political phases, I am one of those who 
view with eqanimity the so-called invasion of the rights of the 
legislative branch of the Government which is invoh·ed in the 
close cooperation in the preparation of this bill which has ob­
taiJ1ed between the Executive and both branches of the Con­
gress. [Applause on the Democratic side.1 

'l'hat cooperation gives promise of the prompt completion of 
a well-settled program and foreshadows the hearty support of 
this bill by the great leaders of our party in public station and 
in private life. I indulge the hope that this unity of party 
support, when we shall ham finally presented the bill to the 
country as a finished piece of legislation, will not be marred 
even in slight degree by the opposition of those Representatives 
whose particular localities have necessarily suffered more than 
their duty to the people they immediately represent permits 
them to promptly forget. Heretofore the greatest obstacle 
which the Democratic Party has met in its desire to be in­
trustecl with the people's commission to rewrite the revenue 
laws has been the fear-sometimes well grounded in the out­
spoken zeal of men who in the catalogue go for Democrats­
that special interests of special localities might sway a con­
siderable number of our party's representatives from the true 
Democratic purpose. This fear has been largely dispelled by 
the action of our party upon this bill. It ought not now to be 
realized in any degree by the failure of Members on this slde 
of the Chamber, however few in number, to forget their selfish 
local or political interests in the common purpose to execute 
the plain mandate of the people to reduce the burden of tariff 
taxation for the benefit of all. [Applause on the Democratic 
s~de.J 

No man can get all he wants in· legislation. This bill is not 
as I would have written it if I had alone been intrusted with 
its preparation. It is not as any one man would have written 
it. No tariff law ever was. But as a whole it is the best tarifr 
law ever written, and it is the only one in the time of any 
Member of this body which has approached the true principle . 
which should govern the levy of indirect taxes. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Every man · who calls himself a Democrat and knows why 
believes that. '.fhert-fore. in the interest of the permanent es­
tablishment of that true principle us the fiscal policy of the 
Nation, we should and must sink our individual views about 
particular items in support of the general proposition, forget 
the interests of particular localities in the accomp!ishment of 
the general good, and send this bill to the countr with the 
solid, enthusiastic, and united support of the only political 
party from which, by i·eason of the present unusual political 
conditions, the country hus a right to expect sufficient strength 
for some years to come to write its pm·pose into law. [Applause 
on the Democratic 8de.] 

, 

I 



1913. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 435 

No mnu will gajnsay thnt the Democratic Party is pledged, 
bo th by its Dlutfo.rm declarations and by the repeated ass~r­
nnces of its candidate for President, not alone to fix the tariff 
rn tes with the sole design of producing reYenue for the Govern­
rnt"nt, bnt to fix them in such n way as will not injure or destroy 
any legitimate industr;r. No change in any tariff l.aw of any 
moment could be made without affecting industry. It would be 
a change not worth whlle if it did not. No change which is con­
sidera!J~le enough to yield a benefit anywhere can be made with­
out corresponding temporary impairment of the profits of in­
dustry pending readjustment to suit the new conditions. E"very 
l>usiness man knows this. But such temporary impairment is 
a wry different thing from that injury or destruction of legiti­
mate industry which the i1eople have a right to believe we will 
not permit. 

I :u:i not a protectionist in any sense, but I would hate myself 
if I thought I had been a factor in writing a law which would 
destroy any industry which could show ur...der present-day eco­
nomic conqitions a right to exist without undue taxation of .the 
people. [Applause on the Democratic side.] However much we 
may disappro-ve of it, we can not fail ~o realize that in many 
lines of industry a partnership has existed, under Republican­
made law, between business and the GoYernment-a partnership 
which, so far as business is concerned, was entered into in per­
fect good faith. That partnership has continued through a 
long period of time, though at great cost to the people who had 
been decei"ved . into permitting its inception, and it would be 
nothing short of a breach of faith for the people's representa­
tives now to break that partnersl:ip by withdrawing ·scddenly 
and at one tirrie an the capital which the Goyernment con­
tributed to the enterprise. Business has had fair notice that 
the terms of the partnership are to be modified, that the amount 
which the people will contribute to make the enterprise profit­
able f9r the working partner is to become rapidly less and less, 
and the share which business .itself must contribute in the way 
of efficiency and economy in production must be steadily more 
and more. Business now may take notice that as to such enter· 
Drises as can not meet the new conditions, by reason of the 
ueglect, refusal, ·or inability to employ that efficiency and econ­
omy which will permit industry to stand upon its own feet with 
less support from the Government, the people refuse to be longer 
taxed to accomplish the survival of the unfit. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] ' 

I yiolate no committee secret when I say that the framers of 
this bill have kept present-day business conditions constantly in 
mind in its preparation. And I state it as my deliberate judg­
ment that when this bill shall become a law and its effects have 
had an opportunity to spread through all the branches of 
American industry it will not cause any decrease in the aggre­
gate production of industry in the country, and consequently 
will not impair the earnings of the labor of hands, which is at 
the bottom of all production. It may stop a wheel or drive the 
smoke from a chimney here and there. It will undoubtedly 
cause to some extent a readjustment of the uses of capital and 
a decrease of inYestment in industries where we do not excel, 
but that readjustment of capital will result in increased pro­
duction by reason of larger investment in those lines of business 
endeayor where we do excel. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

If the aggregate production remains tile same, the demand 
for labor will continue the same; and if the demand for labor 
continues the same, the price of labor will not go down. Men 
get the best results from that line of endeaYor which suits them 
best. Capital makes its best return out of that which it can 
produce the cheapest. When men who have capital to invest 
realize this, then the men who haye labor to sell will gh'e to 
their employers a. larger return for tlleir wage in their labor's 
production and "·ill command a larger share in the product. 

The incr~se of importations under the proposed law, by rea­
son of the reduction in the rates, will constitute but a small 
percentage of the total production of the articles covered by the 
schedules of this law, and such increased importations, while 
resulting in increased competition and consequent reduction of 
prices to the people, will not result in a decrease of the aggre­

. gate production nor in a loss of reasonable profit to the pro-
ducer. And this by reason of the operation of a well-known law 
of trade. Eyery dollar of imports must be paid for, and it is a 
truism with reference to the world's trade that this payment 
takes place not in money but, in the last analysis, in the product 
of tlle country for the export trade. Increased imports mean 
incrensed exports, and this enlargement of trade is bound to re­
sult in our people buying that which can be nrnde cheaper 
abroad thau here, while we sell abroad that which can be made 
clJeriver here than there. 

And it is only in except{onal cases that a reinvestment of 
capital or a readjustment of labor will have to be made, and 
iL most of these it will be a gradual change. In the vast ma­
jority of the highly protected industries where our rates have 
been written at a fi gure slightly below the difference in the 
cost of pro<lrtction at home and abroad they will result in only 
a moderate i ncrc:"tse of irnporta tions. These imports will be 
kept down to the point of safety to American industry by reduc­
tion in the price of the manufactured articles for the benefit of 
the home consumer-a reduction which will come from the 
profits, in too many cases grossly exorbitant, of the American 
ma,nufactnrer. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I llaye no fear that the American wage earner will suffer 
unless the American manufacturer shall feel that widespread 
distress on the part of labor is not too high a price to pay to 
compel a return to the old protectfre system [applause on the 
Democratic side] and deliberately close his mills and throw his 
labor out of employment in order to frighten the people of the 
country .into a repudiation of this new policy. I have more 
respect for the patriotism of the American manufacturer than to 
belieYe that he will do this in any general way, ~.nd too much 
confidence in his courage and ability to expect him to feel the 
necessity of resort to such methods. 

Under every law of business labor will be not the first, but the 
last, to feel the effect of the decreased price of the product to 
meet increased competition. And it is almost inconceivable that 
American business men will attempt to reverse the general rules 
of division of earnings for political effect. A reduction in the 
selling price of the product of any plant which makes the profit 
and loss account of the producer at the end of the year show a 
less favorable figure is charged up to the returns received by 
those who contribute to the product in the inyerse order of the 
lien of their contribution. The original capital is always • 
reached last in the distribution of profits. 

Interest on ·that portion of the invested capital which is car­
ried as funded debt is necessarily taken care of first. The abso­
lutely first mortgage upon the business is the capitalized cost of 
labor, nnd the first charge to be met is the wages of that labor. 
Out of gross income, arrived at by deducting the costs of mate-. 
rials from the results of sales, must first be distributed wages; 
next, interest and depreciation of plant; and third, returns to 
the contributors to the capital fund. These last returns in man­
ufacturing enterprises in this country have on the whole been 
so generous as to challenge the wonder of the world, and I am 
firm in the belief that the result of increased competition, flow­
ing from a reduction of the tariff barrier, wllen charged against 
these returns of capital, will in but few cases reduce them 
below such a figure as money in other branches of business 
actfrity is wont to earn. And as long as capital receives a suffi­
cient return to justify its employDent production will go· on, 
and all charges, prior in lien, to the returns on capital ·will 
be met. 

Most American manufacturers, while publicly protesting that 
drastic cuts in the tariff rates will ruin their business, in private 
admit that under rates largely reduced th~y can smTive with­
out decreased production, though with less profits, if market con­
ditions in all producing counh·ies should remain normal. The 
great industrial bugbear seem.::> to be tlle fear of c•verproduction 
in foreign countries, followed by flooding this market at prices 
which neither producer, home or foreign, could afford to make 
general. Many large operators in the textile trades and nearly 
all in the iron and steel industry-that unerring barometer of J# 
American business conditions-admit no fear of the foreigner's 
normal output, but profess to see destruction in the marketing ) 
of bis surplus stock. It is a perfectly justifiable fear and one 
well calculated to give pause to radical tariff reduction . t 
brings us face to face with the most perplexing problem which 
we must meet in our effort to lower tariff taxation without in-
jury or destruction to legitimate ·American industry. It is a 
problem which no body of tariff makers in the history of the 
country ever ·had to grapple with before-the problem growing 
out of the difference in the attitude of our counh'y and that as-
sumed by other producing nations toward trusts and com!Jina- ... 
tions and its necessary corollary, the world-wide trust.- In this < 
country the tendency of public opinion, voiced in legislative en­
actment and executive action, is against these 'great combina-
tions. Not only is their formation discouraged and anything 
which smacks of suppression of competition frowned upon, but 
such as ham been formed in violation of law are being disin- · 
tegrated and old competitive conditions, wherever possible, re-
stored. In foreign producing countries the tendency is in the 
OPDOSite direction. Not only are combinations of capital with 
resultant economies in production and suppression of competi-
tion permitted, but they are actually encouraged, fostered, and 
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participated in by the Governments themselves. What a cau­
tious, law-abiding business man would do here at the "risk of his 
fortune or his personal liberty brings a medal of honor from his 
Government to the great Jllllnufacturer abroad. In Germany 
there is at least one case of the Government itself, in effect, 
operating a great manufacturing establishment under a deed of 
trust of a former owner for the benefit of the employees, the 
factor of owners' profits being largely eliminated when the 
product enters the markets . . ~ore, subsidies and freight tariff 
rebates are the common practice to encourage foreign trade, and 
established Government agencies in nearly every market sell 
th·~ manufacturer's product with little cost to him until his 
trade is fill.a 1 Iy rooted. These systems make the dumping of 
foreign sm-plus product in the American market a part of the 
regular business of the producer in those countries, and con­
s~uently compel the American manufacturer to meet competi­
tion under abnormal conditions under tariff rates levied with 
due regard for conditions that are normal 

To meet this situation we have done two things. In the case 
of world-wide trust, having their own plants everywhere and 
now permitting no imports into this country, we have placed 
their products on the free list. The American producer being 
a part of the world trust and helping to exploit this market by 
suppression of competition, it is believed that absolu~e free trade 
may encourage venture ome capital in foreign countries to op­
pose the un-American system n-0w largely in vogue abroad, and 
thus enter our markets to the advantage of our home consumer. 

Where the American branch of such world-wide trusts-as 
in the case of the Aluminum Co. of America-is unable, though 
having a perfect monopoly, to supply the home market and im­
ports from its associates abroad yield large revenues to the 
Go,·ernment, we have retained some duty upon the product for 

, re·rnnue purposes, but placed their trust-controlled raw material 
upon the free list, to encourage imports of the raw material for 
consumption here by such capital as will see the opportunity to 
get a part of this market by building plants to compete with the 
American branch of the trust. By such means no Democratic 
principle is violated. Trust-controlled products go upon the free 
list, except where no object would be gained except loss of reve- · 
nue, opportunity i.s given for freer competition' both at home 
trnd with foreign producers, and the evils to the consumer 
which flow from combination in restraint of trade, both domestic 
and international, are minimized so far as may be by a tariff 
la~ . 

To meet the just complaint of the .American manufacturer 
thnt he can not know what competition be must meet as long 
as the foreigner can sell here below bis home market price and 
ometimes even below his cost of production, we have inserted 

in this bill what is known as the dumping clause, which pro­
vides: 

That whenever articles are exported to the United States of a class 
or kind made or produced iI! the United States, if the expbrt or actual 
selling price to an importer in the United States or the price at which 
such good ' are consigned is less than the fair market value of the same 
article wben :;old for borne consumption in the usual and ordinary 
course in the country whence exported to the United States at the time 
of its exportation to the United States there shall, in addition to the 
dnties otherwise established, be levied, collected, and paid on such . 
article on its importation into the United States a special duty (or · 
dumping duty) equal to the dilierence between the said export or 
actual selling price of the article for export or the price at which such 
goods are con igned, and the said fair market value thereof for borne 
consumption, provided that the said special duty shall not exceed 15 
per cent ad valorem in any case and that goods whereon the duties 
otherwise established are equal to 50 per cent ad valorem shall be ex­
empt from such special duty. 

Mr. WALLIN. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a 
question? · 

Mr. PALMER. Certainly. 
Mr. WALLIN. How will you prevent the manufacturer on 

tl..e other side giving a special discount on goods shipped over 
here? 

Mr. PALMER. That would be a violation of this dumping 
clause, because it would be importing their goods into this 
country at a less ptice than the fair home market price. 

Mr. WALLIN. Their invoices would show the fair market 
price, but they could easily have an understanding, and have a · 
subsequent discount to go back, that would get the goods in 
here at the underprice just the snme. 

:Mr. PALMER. That is simply assuming that this law is not 
going to be enforced. EYery American manufacturer who com­
plains of the dumping of foreign manufactures will tell you 
that he complains because he knows that his foreign competit or 
doe.3 this thing. If the American m:mufactuJ'er lrnows it, his 
knowledge will be at the command of the administratirn officers 
of the Government for his own interest, and there wm be no 
difficulty in establishing the fuct that the foreign manufacturer 
is dumping his product into this market at a price below his 
own cost of production. · 

Mr. WALLIN. That will be very bard to prove. 
Mr. PALl\IER. We have provided carefully for the execution 

of this feature of the law by giving the officers of the Govern­
ment the power to inspect the books of the foreign manufac­
turer, and if he is unwilling to yield to that request, then his 
goods can not come into this market. 

l\fr. COOPER. I understood the gentleman to say, in reply 
to the question of the gentleman at my right [Mr. WALLIN}, 
that the American manufacturer would know whether goods 
were being dumped here in competition with bis products, and 
that be would protest. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
making a straight protective argument. He is trying to protect 
the American manufacturer against unfair competition, accord­
ing to his own statement. Is not that true? And that is un­
constitutional, according to your party platform. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

Mr. PALMER. I anticipated that some thoughtless person 
on the other side [laughter on the Democratic side] would ask 
some such question, and I will answer it by proceeding with 
the statement that under a high protective tariff such a clause 
would be further protection. Under a real competitive tariff 
it is simple justice. The Republican protective tariff works its 
purpose with truest fidelity to the real spirit"<>f the principle 
when its rates are prohibitive. Prohibition of imports js the 
real thing in protection. It is what the manufacturer craves 
and what he bas long secured in most cases, thanks to the 
willingness of the Republican Party to further enrich him at 
the expense of the people. . 

The chief reli~ which the consumer bas been able to get in 
the past from the exactions of these high rates, normally pro­
hibitive, has come from the willingness of foreign pr·oducers ·to 
dump their surplus here when eonditions of trade abroad are 
abnormal at such low prices as permitted some competition 
here even after paying excessive customs duties. With the 
rates laid, however, as in this bill, on a competitive basis, 
permitting real and substantial foreign competition even under 
usual trade conditions, the American manufacturer has a right 
to expect that we shall keep steady the relative conditions 
which prevail when the law is written and under which they 
can continue to produce, though to somewhat less extent in 
some lines and with less profit in nearly all That is the design 
of the dumping clause, and it will close the mouth of the 
American manufacturer against criticism of the law, while 
otherwise he would find a sympathetic audience in a people 
determined upon fair play. 

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvani:.t yield? 
Mr. P ALl\IER. I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. COOPER. If the foreign manufacturer or producer, 

agricultural or otherwise, sends his surplus product -0ver here 
at a very low price, will that be in the interest of the consumer 
here? 

Mr. PALMER. Undoubtedly it would.be largely--
Mr. COOPER. Is not the whole talk of the Democratic 

Party that the American consumer is their special considera­
tion? 

Mr. PALMER. Oh, but we want to be fair--
Mr. COOPER. Are you protecting the American manufac­

turer? 
Mr. P ALl\fER. We want to be fair to the American consumer 

and fair to the American manufacturer. {Apl)la.use on the 
Democratic side.] With a prohibitive rate the con umer has 
no chance except when the foreigner dumps his surplus here. 
With a eompetitive rate we give the consumer his chance and 
his consideration; and in order to be fair to the American 
manufacturer, after having given the consumer his chance, we 
say we will hold conditions where they are when we give the 
consumer this chance. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Has the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania, or anyone on behalf -0f the committee, made an 
approximate estimate as to what would probably be the in­
creased imports under the new measure if enacted into law? 

Mr. PALMER. I have not seen any estimate of that kind. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Has the gentleman from 

·Pennsylvania any idea what the increased importations may 
reasonably be expected to be under these rates? 

Mr. PAL .IER. I have seen no estimate. It is a difficult thing 
to estimate. 

l\fr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Does not the gentleman think 
it is an essential question in a tariff measure which may revo­
lutionize or materially change the economic conditions of the 
country! 

Mr. PALMER. They could not be large because they are 
limited to 15 per cent ad valorem. 
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i\lr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I notice the language used · 
by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UND-ERWOOD] is that they 
ex11ect matei.'i.al increases in importations, but no :figures are 
giyeu. 

J.Ur. MANN. Will tlle gentleman from Pennsylvania yield? 
Mr. PALMER Not to ask me about figures, because I am 

not discus ing <.'Stimates: for I do not have them now at hand. 
l\!r. 1\1.!i.NN. Tbe gentleman from South Dakota [:Mr. MARTIN] 

and the gentleman from Pennsylvania are tqlking at cross pur­
pos0i:::. I think the gentleman from South Dakota did not ask 
for figur<.'s or estlma tes under the dumping clause, but estimates 
under the bill generally. 

l\Ir . . PALMER. I understood the gentleman from South 
Dakota ·to be talking about the dumping clause. 

l\Jr. MANN. The gentleman must ·have made some estimates 
under the bill generally, because there is an estimate of customs 
receipts. 

l\Ir. PALMER. l\Iy recollection is that they amount io two 
hundred and eighty-six millions. The report will show that. 

l\lr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The report does not show the 
estimates ~s to what will come in under the increase of the free 
list. It gives an opinion as to what the iri:iportations will be 
made under tariff duties, but no estimate as to what may .be 
expected as an increase in importations all .along the line under. 
the bill. . 

Mr. PALMER. I think if the gentleman will take the trouble 
to read the report, and I prefer that ·he .should do that rather 
than to rely upon the memory of any man, he will find that the 
report goes fully into a comparative estimate of the importations 
and of duties under this law· and the present law. 

Mr. CULLOP. Will the gentleman from Pennsyl·mnia permit 
an interruption? 

l\lr. PALMER. Yes. 
Mr. CULLOP. Will not the greater benefit resulting from the 

enactment of competiti\e rates be in the regulating of the sale 
of home products and thus pre>enting monopoly in regard to 
manipulation of prices of home production? · 

1\Ir. PALMER. UndoubtPdly. I have tried to show that. It 
is our -contention, and I think it is absolutely demonstrable, 
that the incrensed imports which will come through the custom­
house by reason of decreased duties will result in sufficient com­
petition with the American manufacturer to compel him to 
reduce the price -0f his product for the benefit and relief of the 
.American consumer without decreasing his production suffi­
ciently to interfere with the demand for labor. In other words, 
the reduction in price of the product of the American manu­
facturer, by reason of the competition resulting from decreased 
duties, will be charged in nearly every case against the profits 
which capital in 1ru.mufacturing lines of industry now earns in 
this country. . 

l\lr. Chairman, I have foresworn the pleasurn of discussing 
the tariff problem as an academic or eYen economic question, 
and hn\e evaded the duty of discussing this bill in some detail 
bec:rnse I have felt that the effect of this law upon business is 
the thing in which the people of my own great industrial State 
are most interested. I am firmly convinced that, given the 
united support of our own party which will prolong its life until 
it can hnve a fair test, it will prove a boon to industry and a 
great !Jenefit to all the people. It will reduce the price of many 
commodities which enter into daily consumption; it will push 
capital into lines where Americans readily excel and thus in­
crease production here, and by removing the false work about 
the structure of American industry make it a stable and a self­
su. taining structure ready to carry a greater share of the 
world·s demands upon the product of capital and labor. [Ap­
plam:e.] 

Now, l\Ir. Chairman, I desire to say a word or two about the 
metal schedule of this law. First. because our great State of 
Pennsylvania is perhaps more largely interested in that schedule 
than any other. For, as I have said on this floor before, in 
.American industry to-dny steel is king and Pennsylvania is the 
royal palace. Also because I bad perhaps more to do with the 
framing of some. of the details of that schedule than I had with 
any other schedule in the law. 

A year ago, or a little more, we passed a revision of the steel 
and iron schedule through this House and through the Senate 
and up to the President. where it was vetoed. It received little 
criticism worth while either in the House or in the Senate. It 
hns received at the hands of the steel and iron manufacturers, 
of course, some criticism, but the most startling criticism which 
was made against the bill, and the one to which I desire to ad­
vert for a few minutes, was made by the then President of the 
United States when be attached his veto to the measure. 

The CHAIR~IAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has oc­
cupied one hour. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yielded the· gentlehmn further time. 
l\1r. MA.l\"N. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will stute it. 
Mr. MANN. What was it that just took place between the 

Chair and· the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair stated to the gentleman from 

Pennsylrnnia that he had occupied one hour, and the gentleman 
from .Alabama stated that he had yielded further time. 

Mr. MANN. I su~rnest that these things be said so that the 
House can hear them. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. When the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
took the floor I yielded' to him without limitation of time and 
I called the attention of the Chair to the fact. ' 

Mr . .MANN. I was not criticizing the gentleman from Alu· 
bama or the gentleman from Pennsylvania, but the House de­
sires to know how much ti.ma is yielded. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I did not yield the gentleman from 
Pennsylvani.a any specific amount of time. 

Mr. MANN. When the gentleman from Alabama yielded to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania no one could hear what took 
place. 

l\fr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I h·ust this is not to be taken 
out of my time. 

l\Ir. MANN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has un­
limited tin1e. 

Mr. PALMER I am sure the gentleman from Illinois knows. 
that I do not often abuse the time of the House. 

Mr. MANN. I assure the gentleman it is a delight to hear 
him at any time. 

Mr. PALMER. And I shall not take up much more time. 
The President, as I was saying, declared in his veto messa"'e 
that consideration had evidently been given to the tariff ra~s 
upon the heavier forms of iron and steel, but little or no con­
sideration had been given to the rates upon the finer forms of 
products of iron and steel covered by the schedule; and be· 
cause, therefore, he was unwilling to agree that the rates upon 
the finer forms of steel and iron products should be cut so dras­
tically as we had cut them, a00 for other reasons, perhaps, he 
would refuse to sign the bill. 

l\Ir. Chairman, on the same day that the President of the 
United States was making that declaration to the American 
Congress one of the greatest manufacturers of these finer forms 
of iron and steel was making an· exactly contrary declaration 
to the American people and to the world. Upon the same day 
that the President refu ed to sign a law which would have 
given relief to Ame1·ican consumers of the articles covered by 
this schedule, because the manufacturers of the finer forms of 
steel and iron could not stand the cut, the great firm of Henry 
Disston & Son was advertising in a copy of the Saturday 
Evening Post issued on that day, August 14, 1912, this sig­
nificant and, to my mind, illuminating argument to sell their 
wares. They call it " a little incident with n world-wiuc menn­
ing," and at the top of their advertisement they place the 
facsimile of a letter dated "Amboy, Minn., February 24, H>ll," 
and which ren.ds as follows: 

DE.ill Srns: Please send .me . some of your saw-filing hints and a 
catalogue showing some of your products. 

Gentlemen will remember that the Disston people are manu­
facturers of saws and tools, files, hammers. hatchets, trowels, 
and, in fact, about all of the small finer articles by way of tools 
in the iron an.d steel trade. Their correspondent goes on to say 
by way of postscript : 

I sent to Germanl f-Or one of the best saws they could get, and 
when it came it had ' H. Disston Sons " on it. Tben I laughed. 

S. 0. WIEHL, Am/Joy, Minn. 

Mr. Ch.airman, I should think he would laugh, and the Presi­
dent ought to have laughed, when he was upon the s~me day 
sending his message to Congress, over the fact that an Amer­
ican farmer out in l\Iinnesota anxious to get the best and the 
cheapest tool that he could buy finds that he can get it after 
American labor at American wages has produced it in the city 
of Philadelphia, and after its producer has paid the freight 
tariff across the Atlantic Ocean and the custom tariff into Ger­
many and the freight tariff back to Liverpool and the ocean 
freight to New York nnd the freight rates all the way up to 
l\linnesot~ I should think he would laugh; but they go on 
to say: 

The first impresslon of this letter is ;ne of amusement. Then its true 
and tremendous significance seizes upon the mind. · 

We .could .as well have quoted a similar letter that went to England 
and brought back a Disston saw. There are other countries where saws 
a.re manufactured, but in them all the .same recognition of the Disston 
standard prevails. 

Disston supremacy ls not only world wide but world .complete. It 
rests upon 72 years of progressive experience. 

'rh~ demand for Disston saw.s has penetrated by sheer merit not only 
thl'Ough every center .of civilization but to every remote saw-using set­
tlement and camp on the earth's face. 
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'The Disston standard is- everywhere helU highest. In England and 
all her colonies-in Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Tasmania, India; 
and in · Germany, Ilussia. France, Austria-Hungary, and every Euro­
pc::w count1·y, including Turkey and Greece; and in Egypt and north. 
south, east, and west Africa; and in China, Japan, Siam, Korea, Si­
beria-all A ia ; and in the Philippines. Strnits Settlements. Samoa, 
Sumatra. Java, Ceylon, Borneo, llawaii, and South Sea Islands; and 
in Bl'azil. l'atagoni:i., the .Argentine, Chile. Peru, all South and Central 
America, and Mexico-in these and innumerable smaller saw mal·kets 
the te1·m " best " and the term " Disston " mean the same. 

So much for saws and files and tools and hammers and 
hatchets and the finer products of th~ steel and iron schedules 
in this bill. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PAL:\IER. Certainly. . 
l\Ir. PAYNE. As I understand the Disston statement, it re­

ferred to saws, but whether tlle President had saws in his mind 
is another question. He may have had cutlery or razors. In re­
g:.frd to ruzors the bill then reduced the duty to 35 per cent, while 
t11is bill raises it to 50 per cent. Unless the President was right, 
why did you raise thnt duty? Was it because of the hearings 
before the Senate committee that demonstrated the fact that 
under a 35 per cent duty the razor industry in this counh·y, as 
well as other cutlery industries, must go? [Applause and Jaugh­
ter on the Republican side.] 

·l\Ir. PALMER. l\Ir. Chairman, the Disston people are refer­
ring, according to their advertisement, largely to saws, but they 
mention and picture all of their other l)l'oducts alongside of the 
adYertisement. 

Mr. PAYNE. They make machine-made goods. 
l\lr. PALMER. Yes. 
Mr. PAYNE. And these people, w~o have to employ tlle hnnd 

labor to make the little things that are so numerous and are so 
widespread and involve such a large amount of capital, were the 
people the President evidently ref erred to, and the genUeman 
and his party has proved that the President was right in regard 
to this thing. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. P ALl\IEU. Evidently there is a wide disagreement about 
what the President was referring to, even amongst his Ilepub-
1ican friends, because last yea-r, when this advertisement ap­
peared, I called it to the attention of another distinguished 
Republican member of the Committee on Ways and Means, not 
now a :Member of the House, arid he said that that might be 
true, just as the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] says 
about saws, but, said he: "There are other things in this steel 
and iron schedule in which you Democrats have ruined the 
American industry," and I asked him to name one and he picked 
out a different one. He said, "Watehes, for instance." He 
said: "You have cut the entrails out of the watch business in 
this country." Why, that was so curious that it was funny, 
because in this very same magazine, on the same day, on the 
opposite side of the very same sheet was an ~d,ertisement of 
the American Howard watch in which they say, these American 
manufacturers of watches, "Six hundred thousand Americans 
go abroad every year. Once an American tourist preferred a 
foreign watch; now he goes to Europe with a Howard watch 
bought over here, or he comes back with a Howard watch 
bought oyer there." · [Applause on the Democratic side.] I told 
a friend of mine who is a manufacturer over here in Baltimore 
about these advertisements. He is in the shoe business. Of 
course, he is a protectionist. _ 

I think if I bad been a shoe manufacturer in recent years I 
might have been a protectionist myself. He said, just as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] said, that this may be 
true about saws and tools, files, hammers, hatchets, and may 
be true about watches. but it is not true about shoes. Every 
fe1low in his own line of business believes he is up against the 
worst C.f>mpctition. 

l\Ir. SWITZER rose. 
JHr. PALMER. In just a moment. Well, I went out and 

bought another copy of the Saturday Evening Post. The first 
thing I saw was an adYertisement of a great American shoe, 
the "Wnlk-Over." They can it themselves "the shoe for you," 
and tlley say, ".More than 17,000 pairs bought every day. 
From Alaska to California, from London to the Fiji Islands, in 
84 countries, Walk-Overs set the style for shoes." [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] I expect, if the gentleman will per­
mit me, when I go out on the street ·and buy a copy of the 
Saturday E•ening Post, I can prove to him, out of the mouths 
of tile manufacturers of cutlery, that American cutlery are 
goiug abroad. ·[Applause.] 

1\lr. PAYNE. Why did you raise the duty in this bill from 
35 per cent in your former bi11 to 50 per cent now? Now, this 
man of straw does not answer the question. 

Mr. PALMER. Well, we made a change in the classification 
of pocket cutlery and razors, making two classifications instead 
<>f one, because we considered that one rate on all the pocket 

cutlery and all the razors would be prohibitiY as to some 
while competitive a~ to others and therefore, in order to in­
duce competition for both branches, and especially to the more 
expensive grade of cutlfffY and razors, we made the two classi­
ficatioa · instead of one as in the previous bill. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. They arc exactly in line with the President's 
suggestion, of course. If the gentleman will go far euough 
back-it wil! not be a great -while ago-in tile Saturday E"ren­
ing Post, he will see gravely asserted there tllat tile woolen 
schedule in the present law is 50 per cent higher than the 
woolen schedule in the law that preceded it. He can find almost 
:lnything in the Saturday Evening Post. [Laughter on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. PAL~IER. I am not speaking of correspondents' articles 
in the Saturday Evening Post, but about the admissions of 
American manufacturers placed in the paid advertising columns 
of the magazine to induce trade, and their admi sion must be 
taken as the truth, as far as the foreign trade is concerned. 

l\fr. PAYNE. l\Iay I ask the gentleman about the dumping 
clause, to go bs.ck to that? Of course, the gentleman knows 
that Germany and some other foreign countries pay an c-xport 
bounty on goods in order to get them into this country, and 
in that way they are able to get them in. The Government even 
pays it, and in that way they are able to get into this country 
with their goods and get around the duty, and especially is that 
so on sugar and other ilems-and for the next three years 
there is a duty on sugar in this bill. This dumping clause does 
not seem to meet that proposition in any way. It is not the 
sale here by the manufacturer of an article cheaper than the 
price there. He gets the same price, but somebody else pays 
the bounty, and in that way be can get bis goods in, notwith­
~tanding the duty here. 

l\fr. P.ALl\IEil. I think the gentleman from New York will 
find as to all of these items-he is speaking of the item particu­
larly of sugar, I assume-that as to most of these articles in 
the export trade there is no bounty upon those- which enter 
into competition with American producers, although there is a 
very considerable concession in freight rates and the establish­
ment of commercial agencies by GoYernments abroad--

Mr. PAYNE. Established by the Government and paid for by 
the Government. 

Mr. PALMER. In my judgment, that will not complicate the 
administration of this clause in the tariff law. 

Mr. PAYNE. On the other hand, does not the gentleman 
think it will entire~y nullify the effect of it if they eYer get to 
that question and get beyohd the question of undervaluation 
and the impossibility ·to tJrove it? 

Mr. PALMER. I think it is just as easy to determine the 
market value of the article for the uses of the aclministration 
of tl;lis dumping clause as it is to determine the market Yalue 
as the gentleman from New York wrote it into his bill, for 
administrative purposes. If one is impossible, the other is im-
possilJle. _ 

·.Mr. PAYNE. And notwithstanding all that, we have this 
almost universal effort by fraudulent undervaluation to evade 
every ad valorem duty in the existing law; nnd the gentle­
man's bill only aggravates that by multiplying tile ad rnlorem 
duties in this bi11. 

l\fr. PALMER. I am afraid that the gentleman from New 
York [l\fr. PAYNE] has not yet done us the honor to read the 
administrative features of this law or he would not make such a 
statement. 

Mr. SWITZER. I have a constituent who manufactllres gal­
vanized steel sheets. He desires to know why you have changed 
the specific duty of $2.50 a fon on manganese to 15 per cent ad 
valorem, which he says now at present price will make it $8 
or $9 a ton,? I am asking for information. I am not acquainted 
with the steel or iron business personally. He says it is an 
increase of 300 per cent, and the tendency is to protect the 
United States Steel Corporation against independent producers 
like this steel plant in my district. 

Mr. PALMER. I will answer the gentleman's question, but 
I do not want him to make a speech in my time. He nsks for 
tile reason for the change of this rate on ferromailganese. I 
had intended to leave that to the discussion of the bill under 
the five-minute ruJe, but I have no objection to saying now that 
our purpose in making the rate on ferromanganese was entirely 
as a revenue-producing proposition. The new rate does not 
protect the United States Steel Corporation. The fact is that 
ferromailganese in this country is not made for sale by any­
body. The United States Steel Corporation makes ferromanga­
nese for its own use exclusi'vely, and does not sell a dollar's 
worth that I have ever heard of. All other consumers of ferro­
manganese in the country import it. And we ha Ye belieyed. in 
view of the ·fact that it is such a small part of the final cost of the 
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product of the steel manufaetores of the land, that it was the pays it. There is na doubt about that. But we ought to lecy 
proper place for the levying of a purely revenue duty. And we the tax on the consumer, where, when the consumer does pay it, 
have come to the same condosion in respect to that which the it will be S(} di tributed as· to be the least burden to him. I 
Payne committee came to and stood by until the pressure of say, with reference particularly to ferromanganese, that there 
Americmr m:mufactm·ers . became too strong for them in the is not an item in all the tariff law which enters in such a small 
Sixty-first Congress, and in conference they were compelled to degree into the· final cost of the product which the eonsun1er 
take the duty off ferromanganese by a subterfuge, throwing it d6es actually buy and use as it, and since we m11 t fevy a tax 
into the pig-iron schedule, where it had no business to be. on the consumer, which the consumer must undoubtedly pay, to 
Now~ let me tell you one thing further about ferromanganese. operate the Government, it is as easy a plaee as I know of, and 

There is 1 per cent of it in a ton of steel. The present price of a place where it can be laid with the least burden in ruI tlre 
fe1-romanganese is unusually high. I think it is about $60 a ton. length and breadth of this law. 

1\lr. SWITZER. It has been $180 a ton. l\Ir. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
:!Ur. PALMER. Oh, no; it has not. I never heard of ferro- The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 

manganese at $180. The gentleman is thinking of some of the yield? • 
other ferro alloys, which run to immense prices. It means, l\Ir. PALJ\fER. I do; but I am anxious to conclude. 
then, 60 cents worth of ferromanganese goes into a ton of steel, Mr. AUSTIN. I want to- ask the gentleman one questfon. I 
and our tax at 15 per cent means: that the American steel manu- want to know who appeared before· the Committee on Ways 
facturers will pay a tax to the Government of 9 cents even at and Means and asked for iron ore to be put on the free. list? 
this high price upon every ton of steel produced. I have never Mr. PALMER. We put iron <>re on the free list in the Under­
believed that such a small tax: could be carried into the final wood bill in the Sixty-second Congress. So· far as I recall, 
product af the steel and iron manufactures· so as to be of any there- was not anybody who came before the Committee on 
material harm to the consumer, and believe, therefore, that Ways and Means and asked us to do· it again. I suspect it 
these steel and iron manufacturers ought to pay, especially was assumed we would. 
with ore on the free list largely for their benefit, this small tax Mr. AUSTIN. Is it not a fact that everybody who appeared 
upon their product. here protested against iron ore being put on the free list, and 

Mr. COOPER. wm the gentleman permit one question? that nobody asked you to do it? 
Mr. PALMER. I yield. Mr. PAL.MER. Well, it is· also a fact that every American 
l.Y..1.r. COOPER. Does the Steel Trust make all the ferro- manufacturer, practically, who came before the Committee on 

manganese it nses? l understand it does. Ways and Means during all our hearings- rrotested against our 
Mr. PALMER. Yes. reducing the tariffs to any degree. The problem we had to face 
l\Ir. COOPER. Then the trust would pay no tariff on ferro· was different from and harder than that which the Republican 

manganese. but the independent iron manufacturer would. committees have always had to fa:ce. We were compelled to 
Mr. PALMER. I have said that. w1ite this law in the interest of tile people a:gainst the pi·otests 
l\Ir. COOPER. I did not hear the gentleman say it. of these manufacturers, while· all that you had' to do wrut to 
l\ir. PALMER. I said exactly that, that there fs no ferro- write into the law what the manufacturers asked you to put 

manganese made in thls country for sale. The steel and iron there. [Prolonged applause on the Democratic side.] 
corporation makes ferromanganese for its own use, and all .Mr. AUSTIN. One more question. You say you are not writ-
other producel's of steel and iron buy ferromanganese from ing thls tariff bill in the interest -of the manufacturers? 
abroad. When the Pnyne law was written they had feITo- Mr. PALMER. I said we were- writing ft to be fair to- the 
manganese at even a higher rate than this. American manufacturers . 

.Mr. COOPER. Then, if the gentleman will permit an :inter- Mr. AUSTIN. Did it not appear in the testimony that a steel 
ruption-- company located in the gentleman's district and in the gentle-

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania man's town imported 350,000 tons of iron ore from Sweden, 
yield? upon which the duty ls 15 centS' a ton, and the gentleman }';>laced 

l\Ir. PALMER. I" yield. that iron ore now upon the free list of this bill? 
l\fr. COOPER. If the Steel Trust makes its own ferro- Mr. p ALMER. Well, I thought th-e gentleman from Ten-

manganese and does not import any, and all the other manu- nessee, after having tried that same- thing two years ago. would 
facturers, the little fellows, do import it, the· Steel Trust wm desist from any further effort to link me up with a desire to 
not pay this duty, but the small manufacturers will. Will not make profit for the Bethlehem steel Co., of my district. I treat 
that be the situation? that company as. I would treat all others. We are playing no 

Mr. PALMER. Wen, we can not write a law that will make favorites. · 
everybody pay a duty at the customhouse. Mr. AUSTIN. ram not rinking the gentleman with the Beth-

Mr. COOPER. But we are expected to write a law that will lehem Steel Co. I am asking th-e gentleman if this record does 
not discriminate in favor of the trust and against the· inde- not show that statement to be true? . 
pendent producers. Mr. PALMER. I do not know whether it does or not. But 

Mr. PALMER. This will not protect the United States Steel I know that tills is true, that the Bethlehem Steel Co., which 
Corporation in any particulars, because it does not sell this operates in my district, does import iron ore. I say that 
article. · frankly. And we did put iron ore on the free list. The gentle-

1\lr. SWITZER. If the gentleman will permit. how does it man knows as well as any :Member of this House, however, that 
help the poor man by placing a duty of 300· pe1• cent on all that that was not done by reason of any effort on the part of the 
he uses? Representative of that district to get a special privilege for a 

Mr. PALMER. I have not saiu that this is written to help producer tn his district [applause on the Democratic side], be­
anybody. It is written in the law as a tax, which we thlnk the cause he knows and has been: told before~ and knows it to be a 
steel and iron manufacturers ought to pay, and ought to be fact that the present Representative of that district is not fn 
willing to pay. any sense a spokesman for a great protected interest, either the 

Mr. SMITH of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman Bethlehem Steel Co. or any other. 
yield? . Mr~ AUSTIN. I am not stating o:r insinuating--

The CHAffil\fAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania Mr. p ALMER. But implying--
yield? l\fr. AUSTIN. I am asking you if the record does not show 

Mr. PALMER. Yes; but I am anxious to conclude. what I have stated, and'. that the remis ion or the placing: of 
Mr. SMITH of Minnesota. 1if I correctly understo-0d the gen- irn:n ore· on, the free list bene.fits the steel corporation in your 

tleman from Pennsylvania, he stated that this was an advant- district to the extent of $42,DOt} a. year on importation of 
age to the Steel Trust to the amount of 9 cents a ton. Swedish iron ore :rlone, taking that am.ount of. money out o:f the 

Mr. PALMER. Well, the gentleman has not understood me . Trea~ury and turning it over to· the' Bethlehem Steel Co.? 
correctly, and I refuse to ha >e remarks of that kind put into Mr. GORDON. What of it if ft does? 
the remarks I may make.. I refuse to yield further,. ~Ir. Chair- l\Ir. p ALMER.. No; that is not an accurate stntement. I go 
man. as fur as the truth will permit any man. to go whe11 l sa.y that 

l\1r. MURDOCK. If the gentleman will permit, the gentle- iron ore is imported by the Bethlehem Steel Co. and that we 
man says there will be a payment to the Government of 9 cents have put iron ore on the free !i-st. But iron ore is imported by 
a ton? many other inrlependent steel or iron makers- of the country 

Mr. PALMER. At the present price, which is a high price. besides the Bethlehem Steel Co., and the gentleman knows that. 
{r. l\.ffiRDOCK. Under the gentleman's theory, wh-0 pays And I will say anothe1~ thing to the gentleman. that the ~tble-

tlle tax? hem Steel Co. are Jn.rge pi>odncers of the kind. of steel which 
1\Ir. PALMER. Of course the consumer pays the tax. No talres ferromanganese, and that company will p~y a bigger tax 

man now will argue anything to the contrary. The consumer on its ferromanganese by reason of the change in tliis law than 
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it will save by the putting of iron ore on the free li~t. [Ap­
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. LLOYD. l\Ir . . Chairman, may I interrupt just at this 
point? 

Mr. PALMER. I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. LLOYD. In conversation with Mr. Schwab last njght he 

made the statement that the worst enemy to the profits of the 
Bethlehem Steel Co. in the United States was their Representa­
tive in Congress, Mr. PALMER. [Applause on tJie Democratic 
side.] 

l\Ir. PALllIER. We11--
l\fr. LLOYD. .And, further than that, he said tha t he himself 

had put into the business $35,000,000 in seYen years and that 
he had made 20 per cent on his investment during• that time. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr; P .ALMER. I did not expect to go into any discussion 
about the politics of my district, but I thlnk it is pro_bnbly fair 
to say this, which states the fun fact, that, whHe it may be true 
that the Bethlehem Steel Co. is pretty violently opposed to the 
present Representative of that district in Congress, the_ opposi­
tion of the Bethlehem Steel Co. is entirely confined to that of its 
chief owner, to the struggle of Mr. Schwab hjmself to keep me 
out of Congress, and while he may boast that he is my chief 
political enemy, I thank God that the men who work in his 
mills are my best political friends. [Applause on the Demo­
cratic side. J 

Mr. NORTON. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has stated 
that the tariff on ferromanganese is a tariff for revenue only. 
In view of that statement, and in view of the statement that 
the gentleman at the left [Mr. LLOYD] has made regarding 
what l\Ir. Schwab said, do you not think it would be a very 
good idea for the Democratic Party, as a revenue measure only, 
to continue the tariff on Swedish iron ore imported by the 
Bethlehem people, who have made 20 per cent upon their capital 
during the last several years, and make them pay a little of the 
money for the carrying on of this Government? 

l\Ir. P.ALUER. I have explained to the gentleman why we 
put iron ore on the free list. The iron ore in this country is 
practically controlled by the trust. The chief help which the 
independent can get, whlch he wants to get in fighting the trust. 
is free iron ore from a-broad. If, after the statement I have 
made, the gentleman gets any satisfaction out of the fact that 
the Bethlehem Steel Co. will perhaps save a litle money by 
free iron ore, he is entitled to it. It has not been enough to win 
the Bethlehem Steel Co. over to my support. I know that. 

Mr. SUMNERS. I will ask the gentleman if it is not a fact 
that this bill reduces the tariff on the articles that the Bethle­
hem Steel Co. produces? 

l\fr. P.ALi\IER Oh, very largely. We reduce the average 
ad valorem rate of duty under this schedule from 34.35 per 
cent to about 20 per cent. We reduce it all along the line, on 
every article which is produced by the Bethlehem Steel Co. iu 
my district, and we have put upon the free list one of the 
chief oroducts of tl1e Bethlehem Steel Co.-steel rails. I do 
not believe any Member on thls side has a right to play favor­
ites with the interests of his own district, and my people do 
not expect me to do it. 

I want to add just one thing about ferromanganese, so gen· 
tlemen may understand. Perhaps no tariff bill can be entirely 
scientific, but we are trying at least to write a bill which will 
be logical and symmetrical. I believe that the gentleman from 
New York [.Mr. PAYNE], when he indulged in tariff making, 
tried to have logic and symmetry at least throughout his bill. 
We put ferroma.nganese in with ferroalloys of other kinds, just 
the same as the gentleman from New York did. Ferrosilicon, 
ferromolybdenum, ferrotitanium, ferrotungsten, and all those 
ferroalloys, all made in the crucible like ferromanganese., ought 
under every reason to bear the same rate as ferromanganese; 
and so we put them all in one paragraph at one rate, as the 
Payne bill did. And we have restored the symmetry of that sec­
tion of the bill which was destroyed when the American manu­
facturers mustered sufficient influence in the other branch of 
this Congress, and with the conferees, to hide ferromanganese 
in the pig-iron clause, in order to deceive the people into the 
belief that it was paying a higher duty than it really was. 

Mr. HARDY and l\lr. SAMUEL W. SMITH rose. 
Mr. P .ALMER. I will yield to the gentleman from Michigan 

[Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH). · 

l\Ir. SAl\fUEL W. Sl\fITH. Mr. Chairman, I am asking this 
question purely for information. Why was rice left on the 
dutiable list? 

l\fr. PALMER. The gentlen;ian from Michigan will excuse me. 
Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. The gentleman is a member of 

the committee. 

Mr. PAL~iER. ·I &'lid a while ago, and the gentleman wants 
to be fair. that I did QOt intend to discuss the whole bill, but 
that I intended to 11ay some attention to the metal schedule. 

l\lr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\lr. PALl\IER. I will yield to th~ gentleman from Texas. 
l\lr. HARDY. Is not the Bethlehem Steel Co. a rather large 

exporter of steel and iron? 
l\Ir. PALMER. Very. . 
Mr. HAilDY . . The drawback .clause will enable them to get 

back a large part of such duty as they pay on imported articles, 
while the sma ller mauufacturer would pay that duty and never 
get anything back. 

l\lr. PAL:.UER. That is quite true. 
Mr. l\l 'RDOCK. If I unuerstand the gentleman, steel rails 

are on the free list? 
l\lr. PALl\lER. Yes. 
l\lr. MURDOCK. Does the gentleman expect any change in 

price by re~ son of that, or what will be the result? 
l\lr. PAL~IER. I frankly doubt whether there will be any 

change in the price of steel rails by their being put on the 
free list, because. as we all know, there is one of those world­
wide h·usts in the matter of steel rails. In effect. the manu­
facturers of steel rails the world over have agreed upon a 
diYUiion of territory and the fixing of prices with respect to the 
entire world, except South America, which is a free and open 
mai•ket to the manufacturers of steel · rails both in this country 
and abroad. and where they are able to get steel rails at a 
considerable less price than we do in this country or Europe. 

We put rails on the free Jist with the thought that if that 
ngreement should fall down, if there should be a br~ak in it by 
reason of the disaffection of the foreign or the American pro­
ducer, the American people might then get some benefit from 
free raHs in thls country. 

. Now, they tell us that these high tariff rates have been made 
in the interest of .American labor. 'l'bey tell us, espedally 
with respect to the steel and iron schedule. that the rates were 
made as they were in order to keep A.merican labor employed. 
I thlnk we haYe shown that if the production continues the 
same labor will continue to be employed, and what we will do 
by the passage of this law, amongst other things, wi.ll be to 
compel the American manufacturer to sell to the American 
people his product at as low a figure as he sells it to the Fiji 
Islander and the Patagonian. [Loud applause.] 

l\:fr. U:r-.."TIERWOOD. Mr. Chairman. I would like to inquire 
how the division of time rests between thls side of the House 
and the other. 

The CHAIR~IAN. The gentleman from Alabama has rn~ed 
6 hours and 2 minutes and the gentleman from New York llas 
ui~ed 6 honrs and 44 minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from New York 
desire to proceed? 

l\Ir. PAYNE. I will yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania [Ur. l\fooRE]. 

.Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, the hlgh example set by our 
Democratic Presjdent in drawing attention to his tariff message 
by an address from "the throne" is of. greate1· nilne to the 
people of the United States than would appear at first blush. 
In smashing the dull routine of a century and returning to the 
·more or less monarchial but presumably anti-Jeffersonian 
methods of a Washington and an Adams. the President. who 
proclaims "a new freedom" from a condition of industrial nnd 
national thralldom. the horrors of which are more or less 
chimerical. has made the millions of victims of this sort of 
political philosophy "stop, look, and listen." In an age which 
is somewhat iconoclastic, when froth passes for substance nnd 
audacity for truth; when satiated mortals with easy money 
weary of t~e workshops and markets and yearn for novelty and 
sensation, he has compelled "a sitting up" and a "taking 
notice" which augurs that the tariff question, despised and de­
rided during the recent presidenti;il campaign, will again be con­
sidered as of vital importance to public welfare. 

FACE THE ISSUE SQC.ARELY. 

Standing upon the Democrntic platform and inveighing against 
the protected industries of the country as " hothouse" growths 
to be immediately destroyed, the President has awakened em­
ployers whose indifference to political intrigues is appalling, as 
he has stirred the wag\} earners generally to a realization of 
their danger. 

But, thanks to President Wilson's novel expedient, all the 
people are beginning to inquire about the tnriff. They have 
learned that the Democratic Party does not propose only to 
find jobs for its followers but that it intends to squarely face 
the issue which it has raised with the Hepu!Jlican Party. It 
is going to attempt to prove that the Republican policy of pro· 
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tection to .American· industry, the policy · which hasr raised thf. 
.American wage standard above all others in the world, is wrong 
and must be overthrown. 

It is not exactly what a majority of the . people expected 
would. happen. Those who knew even a little about the ques. 
tion were not prepared to hear so positive and emphatic a stand 
against protection as the 1eaders of the party now in power 
have taken. Hence it was a real service the President per­
formed when be ascended the rostrum in the House to make his 
daring deli verancc. 

humiliated by liavii:J.g to " pei'rnit thousands of- its factory workers 
to go to free soup houses for sustenance. · 

FARMERS AND ll!ILL MEN" HURT. 
Question. Who do you think were most affected by the 

change? 
Answer. In the last analysis, the workingman and the farmer. 

When the employers found they could not compete successfully 
with the foreign manufacturers they closed their mills. For a 
time the workmen were able to live upon the Sa.¥ings the- had 
accumulated under the l\IcKinley protecti"rn-tariff law which 

A TARIFF PRIMER. preceded the Wilson-Gorman Act, but after their savings were 
It is because I believe there is urgent need for publicity and gone, they were without the means to purchase foo·d. Thus the 

careful study of the tariff question that I have written my farme r lost his best customer. Prices came uown and com­
address in the form of "a tariff primer," which I send to the modities were cheap, but the earning power of the consumer 
desk of the Clerk, whose assistance I shall ask in propounding was destroyed. It made little differe~ce to him if he could buy 
the questions therein noted: a suit of clothes or a horse and wagen for $5 if he did not 

Question (by the Clerk). When was the first tariff act haYe the $5, and thousands of them did not have the $5. The 
passed? distre~ in the cities was greater· than it was on the fa rm, be-

.Answer (by Mr. MOORE). The first act passed was a tariff cause the farrµers could get along with what the farms pro­
act. It was approved by Pr·esident George Washington July 4, duced, but they could not sell their produce at a profit. On the 
1789, and was regai·ded as an American declaration of commer- other hand, the city 'workman's cellar was empty, and if he 
cial independence. had no wages he was in a bad way. One of the lessons of that 

Question. What was its purpose? unhappy period was the determining of the very close re1at ion-
Answer. To support the Government, discharge the debts of ship between the producer and the consumer. It pro>ed that 

the United States, and to encourage and protect manufactures their interests were identical and that in times of adyersity 
by levying dutie~ on goods, wares, and merchandise imported. I there was little or no difference between them. . 
These purposes were specifically set forth in the first . E>ection of ~ ~D oF cHEA.P cooDs. · 
the act, a~d they were i~tended t~ relieve the Colonial S~ates of Question. What efforts were m. ade to correct the distressing 
~he necess1ty of purchasmg su~plles abroad, to ~eep our money consequences of this Democratic policy? . 
rn the United States, and to discourage paternahsm. . Answer. The people who had suffered as a result· of Demo-

THE FIRST ACT FOR PROTECTION. cratic blundering restored the Republican Party to power ancl 
Question. Did this first act of Congress stimulate and en- in 1897 a new tariff bill, framed for purposes of protection and 

courage American manufactures? commonly known as the Dingley bill, was enacted. This new 
Answer. It not only stimulated and encouraged them, but it law raised a tariff barrier against the tremendous volume of 

gave confidence and hope to the youth of America and made us foreign imports that bad "made goods cheap" under the Wilson 
a manufacturing as well as an agricultural Nation. law, compelled the return to the United States of capital that 

Question. To what extent has the tariff system thus begun had gone to Europe, Canada, and other countries, and being in 
been continued? the nature of a guaranty to business men that they could re-

.Answer. There haYe been Yarious changes in the tarif! system sume their enterprises, and to farmers that they would :1-g:iin 
according to the views of political parties which have happened ha--re an American market for their products, the tide of pros­
to be in contro.l of affairs. What is now known as the Repub- perity r~turned to the Unit~d States and instend of bankruptcy 
lican Party bas usually favored the levying of tariff duties suf- there was great rejoicing in American homes. 
ficiently high to cover the difference in' "the cost of production RESTORATION UNDER DINGLEY BILL. 
at home and abroad. The Republican platform of 1912 reaf- Question. Ca'n you give some data pertaining to this pro.gress 
firmed this position, declaring that " '.:he R<..JuLUcan tariff policy under the Dingley bill? 
has been of the greates~ benefit to the country, developing our Answer. Yes; the "Tariff Handbook," just issued by the 
resources, diversifying our industries, and protecting our work- Democratic Ways and Means Comrnitee (April, 1913 ). a !though 
ingmen against competition with cheaper labor abroad, · thus 
establishing for our wage earners the American standard of not thoroughly reliable, quotes the number of establishmeuts en-
living." The Republican platform further <leclared that "the gaged in manufactures as being 214,954 in 1904, at the beginning 
protective tariff is so woven into the fabric of our industrial of the Wilson law, and 266,805 in 1909, under the Dingley 

· f ff f law. During this five years capital invested increased from 
and agricultural life that to substitute or it a tari or revenue $l2,515,788,542 to $l8,151,053,523 ; the number of wage earners, 
only would destroy many industries and throw· millions of our 
people out of employment. The products of the farm and of the independent of salaried and other workers, advanced from 
mine should receive tbe same measure of protection as other 5,220,461 to 6,310,454; wages jumped from $2,461.279.407 to 
products -of American labor." $3,231,207,579; the cost of material used increased from 

$8,343,639,649 to $11,928,209,567, while the value of the manu­
factured products advanced from $14,470,690.353 to $20,-
234,488,5S2. The dutiable list under the Dingley law in 1909 
affected 6,052,312 wage earners in a total of 242,029 establish­
ments representing a capital of $17,148,987,686. The Dingley 
law was successful as a promoter of industry within the United 
States and as a revenue raiser. It aimed to levy duties on 
imports that were in the nature of luxuries and contributed 
more than one-third of the total revenue of the Government. 
Under it wages steadily advanced throughout the United States, 
while there was also a steady increase in the cost of the prod­
ucts of agriculture. It is true that while the mill worker ob­
tained higher pay it cost him more for the supplies he purchased 
from the farm, but it is also true that during the period of the 
Dingley law the hours of labor were generally reduced. the 
comforts of living were everywhere increased, and the people, 
without regard to section or employment, enjoyed conveniences, 
comforts, pleasures, and even the luxuries of life, to a gre;iter 
degree than ever before in the Nation's history. Neverthel<>ss, 
because of certain alleged inequalities in a few of the provisions 
.of the Dingley law, and because its free list was not extended, 
there was an ince~sant agitation against it. 

DEMOCRATS AND HARD TlllES. 
Question. What is the Democratic attitude toward the tariff? 
Answer. Although Thomas Jefferson and other .early Demo­

crats believed in the encouragemen'.: o= American industries and 
the imposition of tariff duties for that purpose, the Democratic 
Party bas taken issue with the Republican Party in certain of 
its platforms and bas contended that wpat Republicans call 
protection was unwarranted by the Constitution of the United 
States and that tariffs should be levied only for the purpose of 
raising revenue. This was the position taken by the State of 
South Carolina in 1832, when it nullified the tariff acts of 1828 
and 1832. The Confederate Constitution of 1861 also denied the 
right of the GoYernment to levy "any duties or taxes," "to 
promote or foster any branch of industry," holding that such 
duties should be levied only for revenue to carry on the GoYern­
ment. During the administration of Grover Cleveland, the so­
called Wilson-Gorman bill was passed under Democratic aus­
pices, and while it undertook to levy duties for revenue only, it 
did fix certain protectirn rates, but none of them sufficient to 
bring in enough reyenue to run the Government. The result 
was that many American industries, forced to compete with 
cheap foreign 1a9or. were obliged to discontinue business, hun­
dreds of co11cerns became bankrupt and hundreds of thousands 
of people were thrown out of employment. The full effects of 
this a.isnstrous Democratic bill were felt from 18!)3 to 1897. 
Not only ditl tbe GoYernment ha.Ye to issue bonds to meet its 
obligations incurred during this period, but it was further 

SAPPEllS AND MINERS AT WORK. 
Question. How long was the Dingley law in force? 
Answer. It was effective from the date of its appron-1.! .Jnly 

24, 1897, until the Payne bill went into effect Angnst 5, 1D09. 
Question. What was the reason for this chauge? 
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. Answer. One reason was that the Demoerate who were out 
of power were continually misrepresenting the tariff question, 
contending that it created trusts and large enterprises and that 
under it Americans acquired wealth too rapidly. Republicans 
generally were too busy with their business affairs to answer 
these accusations and finally the people began to accept them as 
true. Another reason was that the grow!.h of population rn the 
United States due to the inspiration of om· success and pros­
pNity, having gi ··en us the· greatest home market in tile world, 
.bad invited the attention and concern of other great nations 
which coveted our purchasing power and sought to break the 
firm hold our protective laws gave us upon our own trade. 
WHh estnblishrulmts that cost Jess and v·ith labor that was 
skilled but poorly pa.id, they knew they could compete for the 
American dollar in the American market, if theL. cheap goods 
could be gotten over om· tariff waIJ. Another reason for tile 
change was that our om people had forgotten our forlJ'er dis­
tresses; in fact, we were restive under too much prosperity. In 
1·esponse to what the Republican Party leaders believed to be 
a popular demand. although there are many reasons for be­
liertng that the demand was skillfully worked up by the for­
eign enemies of the protective system, ·the Payne bill was en­
acted into lawr It. having been contended that some of the 
rates· in the Dingley law were too high and that the tariff 
should be revised downward, the Payne law. undertook to make 
reductions in duties. but this did not satisfy the enemies of the 
protective system within the. Republican Party or without. 

REPUBLIC.A.NS YIELDED TO CHANGES. 

Question. Did the Republicans change the Dingley law? 
Answer. In the platform of 1008 the Republican Party de­

clared in favor of a revision of the· tariff at a special session• 
of Congress. It did not say that reviston should be a ·down­
ward revision, brrr it did declare against " e:xcessi've duties," 
nlthough m-.ilntatning· that " the true ptineiple of protection is 
best maintained by the impositien of such duties as will equal 
the difference betwe-en tbe cost of production at home and 
abroad, together with a reasonable profit to Ameriea:n indus­
tries." Moreover~ inasmnch as certain trade agreements with 
Gerr>.umy and other countries had been made by President Roose­
velt. which seemed to give undue ad'vantage to- foreign goods 
oYer those <Tf Amedcan produetion, the- platform declared for a 
maximum and minimum tariff by which the President might 
thereafter be guided when the opportunity to make favorable 
treaties sbonld arise. In consequence of this party pledge a 
speci-al session of Congress was called, which 'resulted in the 
passage and approval by President Taft of the se-ealled Payne 
bill of August 5,, 1909', the existing tariff law. 

P'.ilYNlil LAW GUOWTH PHENOMENAL. 

Question. Dtd the Payne bill revise the tariff downward? 
Answer. It did revise the tariff downward, and while attemt>t­

in.: to maintnin the protective principle it equalized certain 
'duties that bad been objection-able, and altogether proved a most 
effectfre revenue measm·e. UndeT the Payne law the industries 
of the country continued to thrive and wages continued to in­
crease, while the hours of labor and working conditions gener­
ally impro-ved. The value of manufactures fn 1912 far exceeded 
$20.000,000.000. the farms produced nearly $9,000,000,000, our 
imports exceeded $1.000,000.000, and our exports exceeded 
$2,000.000.000. In view of attacks upon both the Dingley and 
·the Payne fows, it is noteworthy that ottr population increased 
from 00,000.000 in 1909, when the Payne· bill went into· effect, to 
m>,000.000 in 1912, the latest estimate of the Census Bureau. 
The weartb of' the people of continental United States advanced 
in those th1~ee years from $150,000,000,000 to $175,000,000,000, 
making. an increase in per capita wealth from $1,656.42 in 1909 
to $1,834.17 in 19'12, the highest aggregate ever- attained by the 
Amerfean people. 

the United States.· 'l'he· President · appeared to ba.-e been in 
accord with .Mr. Roosevelt and the newspa pers upon this ques­
tion, but the farmers of the country took umbra ge at the reci­
procity arrangement and joined in the ::u;sault upon Scl:ledule K, 

.which had protected the American woolgrowers and m~nu:fac­
turers. of wool, largely because they believed reciprocity with 
Canada as proposed would have the effect of reducing the farm­
er's priees for the products he had to selL Thus Schedule K 
became a scapegoat of the tariff and an excuse for opposing the 
Republkan ticket. But when the Democrats obtained control 
of the House of Representati-ves in the Sixty-second Congress 
and a ttempted to revise Schedule K in response to the hue and 
cry that had been raised against it, President Taft was twice 
compelled to. 'leto their bills. He decfarect that "more than a 
million of our countrymen are engaged in the production of 
wool and the manufactures of woolens; more than a billion of 
the country's capital is in-vested in the industry" ; and then, 
adding that "five millions of the American people will be in­
juriously affected by any ill-advised impairment of the wool and 
woolen industries," he declared it essential to '"' proceed pru­
dently in dealing with them upon the basis of ascertained facts 
rather than hastily and without knowledge to make a reduction 
of the tariff to satisfy a popular desire." 

H.U.U.1ERING THE MANUF'ACTr;mms. 

Question. Can you explain the prejudice against the wool and 
cotton schedules? 

Answer. It was due very largely to the fact that the disrnpters 
of the Republican Party were intent upon ha \:'lng a "goat .• " 
They needed somebody to club, and they picked upon the so­
called " robber baron" manufacturers. Since thr~ manufacturer 
is really the "maker" of raw materials,. he is absolutely e sen­
tia.l to the welfare of the produce1\ but no one eared to tolerate 
him as an economic necessity. The manufacture of cotton 
goods, particularly of hosiery, languished under low rntes im­
posed by the Dingley law, but began to flomish, giving steady 
employment to thousands of mill hands, under higher rates 
accorded by the Payne law. As to this change of rates there 
was bitter contention, and while hosiery prices were not ad­
vanced to. the consumex·,. the mill-worker consumers were better 
able to buy farmers' products than theretofore. 

Tile wool schedule (Schedule K), howe•er, was the chief' bone 
of contention. The manufacturers were denounc·oo as " ma1efac­
tors," notwithstanding they were giving employment to tens of 
thousands of people, many of whom were females, who e mill 
wages were higher than they could obtain in department stores 
or in domesti.c service. The compensatory rates of Schedule K 
were jeered at and denounced,. and thi& notwitJJ.standing that 
these rates were designed, first, to protect the Amedcan wool­
grower against the cheaper wool of Australia and other coun­
tries; second, to protect the American woolsorter against the 
cheaper woolsorter wages of England, and then to protect the 
American scourer of wool against the scouring wages o~ Eng­
land, and so- on along the line of the processes of manufacture 
in the carding, ·combing,. weaving, dyeing, and finishing stages. 
In each particula:r occupation overhead charge abroad were one­
half what they cost the American manufacturer and the wages 
were from 50 to 75 per cent less than .in the United State . It 
made no difference, apparently, that every one of these separate 
branches of industry, from the herdsman who attended' the sheep 
to the jobber who di'sposed of the cloth to the merchant tailor 
and the consumer, were imperiled by forejgn competition; the 
manufacturers of the cloth were held up to ridicule and 
opprobrium. 

INJUSTICE TO MAKERS OF CLOTH. 

Question. Were the assa.ults upon the manufacturers justi­
fiable? 

Answer. Here and there,. no doubt, manufacturers 01; jobbers 
PEEVED A:F PA.RH PROGREss. made money out of the wool business. It is- to be presumed that 

Question. If the· people enjoyed such wonderful :progress, why tney had a right to expe{!t to make a profit, otherwise they 
did they complain? would not take tile risli: of venturing upon such an enterprise. 

Answer. They listened to ambitious politicians, agitators with- But many of them did not muke money, and dozens of them 
out conscienee, journalistic party builders, magazines seek- were ready to certify that the.y would take contracts if a steady 
ing pap-, essayists who found it more profitable to write fie- market for their goods eould be guaranteed~ to· deliver cloth to 
tioµ than to wo-rk, theoretfcaf college professoi'S, nonproducers the consumer for a net profit over their oilier expenses of 5 
generally, and n few sincere- reformers, usua!l:ly mrsinformed and cents per yard, or 1 H cents for the iH yards of cloth necessary 
frequently misled. They contended that the Payne bill waS' de- for a suit of clothes. But the manufacturer was not believed. 
vi~ed in the interest of Schedule K and one or two- other hor- It. was. still contended by those who sought to use him as the 
rifying exhibits, whieh very few of them understood and which "goat,,. that he was the man who pocketed the difference be­
fewer undertook te> im·estiga-te. Co-lor was given to their agita-=- tween the price the f.armer got for ltis wool to the $20 or $25 
tion because in a speech at Winona President Taft made refer- paid to the department st.ore for a suit of clothes. In "The 
ence to Schedule K as "' indefensible,'' and also because in a New Freedem," Woodrow Wilson, now President. eYen went so 
reciprocity treaty . with Canada the President. without eonsuU-1 far as to state. emphaticnlly that the mmrnf:i cturer nl so pock­
ing Congress, undertook to make a reciprocal arrangement eted tile tariff~ The trutll is that e-very dollar of tn riff i col-

. which most Republicans believed would be disadvantageous to lected by the Go\ernment and sn-ves the people, who are both 



\ 
( 

1913. ~ . CONGRESSIONAL- RECORD-HOUSE. 443 
the producers irnd the consumers of the land, the expense of 
internal tax a ti on, which Mr. Wilson :nid his party now propose 
to impose uvon them; and to say that the manufacturer of 
cloth is the rec1pient of the tariff, except to be protected against 
the lower cost of production abroad, is as absurd as it is to 
insist that the wool grower of the United States does not 
actually receive the 11 cents per pouad which the Government · 
levies upon foreign wool in the grease. That the farmer should 
receire it directly in person, and thus deprive the Government 
of its revenue, would be as preposterous as it would have been 
to give every citizen 16 silver dollars for 1 gold dollar, as 
many people really believed would happen if the distfaguished 
gentleman from Nebraska, now the Secretary of State, had 
succeeded in breaking up the Republican Party with his " 16 to 
1 " propaganda. 

HIGH COST OF LIVIXG MISREPRESENTED. 

Question. How do you acc~unt for the difference between the 
manufacturer's profit, say 5 cents per yard on cloth, and the 
price of a suit of clothes? 

Answer. About the same way that we would account for the 
difference in the price of eggs from the time the good farmer's 
wife in Kansas sells them to the buyer at 12 cents a dozen, to 
the time they are delivered to the housewife in the big cities at 
from 40 to 50 cents per dozen. It costs something to maintain 
an establishment which sends out buyers to meet the farmer's 
wife. That adds labor and expenses to the cost of 12 cents per 
dozen; and then it costs something for crates and packing and 
hauling to the railroad station; that must be added. · Then it 
costs something to build railroads which provide the transpor­
ta.t:ion to the storage warehouses; that · should be added to the 
12 cents per dozen. And then it costs something to build stor­
age warehouses and set up chemical appliances necessary for 
the maintenance of the proper degrees of temperature; add that 
to the 12 cents per dozen. And then it costs something to keep 
those warehouses going from April ot· May when the hens are 
laying, until the snow is on the ground and the price of eggs 
has advanced-that costs something. Then the jobber or the 
middleman mrist be accounted for in disposing ·of the eggs by 
the millions, to millions of consumers whose prosperity is essen­
tial to their ability to purchase the eggs. And · the retail grocer 
must be accounted for, having his rent to pay, his bookkeeper 
and clerk hire, his newspaper advertising, his delivery service; 
all this has to be accounted for. And then the telephone service 
installed for the lady who buys eggs from ·the retail grocer 
and wishes them delivered in packages wrapped with golden 
string, in wagons handsomely painted and decorated, by deliv­
ery boys in brillant uniform. These all cost money and it must 
. be added to the original 12 cents a dozen cost of eggs. And if, 
perchance, these eggs should be brought out of storage at 
Christmas time and be served in one of the great hotels of an 
eastern city, or even in St. Louis or Chicago where the freight 
rates would be cheaper, an allowance must be made for the ex­
cellent style and taste in which the eggs are served, for the 
flowers that decorate the table and the halls, and for the music 
that percolates through the palms in "Peacock Alley." These 
and other trimmings are now required by at least a· portion of 
our modern society, and they all cost money. The farmer does 
not get the cost of the extras in the original price of his eggs, 
because the other laborers who appear upon the scene demand 
compensation for their services. 

TAlHFF HAS TOTHING TO DO WITH IT. 

Question. What has the tariff to do with that? 
Answer. With due respect to those who connive at the defeat 

of the Republican Party, and who blame the tariff for the high 
cost of living, it has nothing to do with it under the sun. When 
the maker of the American cloth, whose employees and asso­
ciates, from the grower of the wool to the weaver, delivers his 
3-i yards to the consumer, the tariff protecting all the indus­
tries along the line, has been paid. And if 3-! yards were sold 
at a fairly high price of $3 per yard, or $10.50 for the suit, 
the "crime of the tariff" was wholly within the $10.50. If 
the finished suit was sold for $25, the · tariff had nothing 
to do with the difference between $10.50 and $25, except as 
there may have been some duties upon the trimmings ~nter­
ing into the fashioning of the suit. Therefore, " the high 
cost of living,, th.at entered into that suit of clothes after the 
cloth was laid down at ·$10.50, and which could have been 
a•oided by the consumer making up the suit with his own 
thread and needle, is chargeable wholly to the agencies he em­
ployed, including cutters and seamstresses, to do the work for 
him. It is labor that gets the difference in the cost f>etween 
the cloth and the price of the suit, except as the wholesaler, 
the merchant tailor, or the department store may require or 

·exact a profit. By the same token it was the dozens of agencies . 

and the many kinds of labor employed between the cost of eggs 
at 12 cents per dozen in ·Kansas and 50 cents a dozen in New 
York that derived the benefit of the intervening 38 cents. It 
was not the tariff at all. The tariff upon eggs was sufficient to 
induce the eastern buyer to abstain from buying foreign eggs 
and to induce him to buy Kansas eggs, and the wool-tariff sched­
ule has the same relation to the purchase of foreign or domestic 
materials. It is obvious that if the Kansas farmer, dissatisfied 
with the 12 cents a dozen he received for the eggs, desired to 
take the risk of holding them and preserving them until Decem­
ber an<l then delivering them in person to the consumer in New 
York, he could have obtained the ruling retail price, but if he 
did not want to take the chance of holding the eggs and carrying 
them in person to the consumer and of sorting the good eggs 
from "the rots and spots," then it is fair to make an allowance 
to those who assume the risk, by investing capital and employ· 
ing labor to distribute his Sl,lpplies at any season of the year-in 
times of scarcity as well as in times of plenty. The cost-of­
living problem requires a treatment of reason. 

THE BUNCOMBE SERVED TO THE PUBLIC. 

Question. Were the people informed upon these conditions? 
Answer. It is doubtful whether the people stopped .to consider 

them. As a rule they were " too busy " to do more than read 
the " scare headlines " in the newspapers, and the newspapers 
:finding the people liked sensation, gave them plenty of it. 
The campaign of 1912 was prolific of denunciation of the rich. 
Anything in the nature of faultfinding with men who had suc­
ceeded in their business was "good stuff" for the Democrats 
and those who were seeking power by the overthrow of the 
Republican Party. Even the Decalogue was brought forth as 
a good thing and a new(?) thing by which people should be 
guided in the future. The Democratic orator made merry with 
the mills. He taught the workman to be unhappy and pictured 
frightful conditions of employment which did not exist. He 
talked of "watered stock," and of the wealth of J. Pierpont 
Morgan, and aIJ this he blamed on the Republican tariff. He 
continued this incessantly in the endeavor to array class against 
class, although he knew full well that the matters of which he 
complained were· subject to local regulation by law and not by 
the revocation of customs duties that would destroy the indus­
tries. Some years ago it was generally charged that Henry H. 
Rogers, a man of great wealth, was another such "incubus" 
ns the late Mr. :Morgan, but upon the death of each of these 
gentlemen it was observed that neither the :financial nor the · 
industrial worlds stood still; and it was further observed that 
neither of them carried away the vast accumulations they were 
supposed to control. To those who stopped to think it was ap­
parent that the money. of a Rogers or the money of a Morgan . 
was, after all, the money that is working day by day in the con­
struction and operation of the railroads and the other great 
enterprises which have brought the East and the West and the 
North and the South together in bonds of common interest. But 
while this sort of buncombe seemed to weigh with the unthink­
ing, it is a curious fact that the workingmen we.re piling up 
their savings in the banks and savings funds of the country, 
and that these ·very moneys were being invested in railroad and 
other corporate enterprises, through which the workingman de­
positor was actually obtaining interest on " his investment.." 
The viciousness of these political assaults upon industry is 
illustrated by the fact that in 1910 there were approximately 
278,000 wage-earning depositors in one Philadelphia saving fund, 
who had $111,000,000 invested in the upbuilding of railroads and 
other great enterprises throughout the country. Doubtle!fs 
many of these depositors were not aware that in listening to 
the enemies of a Republican tariff they were actually encour­
aging the depreciation and destruction .of their own property. 

MOLDERS OF PUBLIC OPINION. 

Question. Did the newspapers have- anything to do with this 
agitation? 

Answer. They certainly did. They had a large interest in 
the tariff law. What the President had attempted to do in the 
matter of Canadian reciprocity included free trade and lower 
duties with respect to printing paper and wood pulp and other 
articles of Canadian production, and the success of the treaty 
would have been of great advantage to these powerful molders 
of public opinion. But Congress did not approve the treaty 
which the President had made and many of the newspapers 
were hostile in consequence. The attacks upon the Payne law 
were renewed, a division arose in the Republican Party, and 
repeated arguments in favor of the maintenance of the pro·. 
tective system, notwithstanding the few objectionable items in 
the thousands of items of the bill, did not avail. -One of the 
chief reasons for Republican defeat, apart · from continued po­
litical agitation, was the opposition or indifference of ·the newer 
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generation -0f "·ot.ers. who, having no recollection -of the Wilson­
Gorman period and ·being themselves prosperous, assumed that 11 
change from Republican policy would do no .harm. •• What is 
protection to you? " asked the college -professor <>f the student, 
whose remittances frem home were regular and ample in 1912. 
"And what is protection t-0 you?"'' asked the political :agitator 
of 1912 of the bricklayer .earning his $6 a day. And generally 
the answer -eame swift and smart, " Don't worry; forget it." 
And so they voted. The effect of their vote was to -declare 
against the Payne law, notwithstanding it brought about our 
greatest prosperity. You see the" Don't Worry Club" lives up 
to its motto with respect to the tariff when Unde Sam is 
n--0rking. 

A STUDY I:N FREE LISTS. 

subterfuge opernting to d-eceh·-e tbe eople while pretending to 
work 1n their behalf. and yet the people believed the ngitators 
for free hides and the agitators for free coffee. just as they were 
Jed to believe the 3gitators agfilnst the Payne law. 

WE GET "A:RT " .; THEY -GET MO.!SEY. 

Question. Hnve yon any other illustrations showing how the 
people are foolerl ! 
Answer~ Yes; "art works" is suspicious. When the Parne 

committee yielding to ·• m1selfisb "°' clamor put " a rt works " 
upon the free 1ist in 1909 the Mea was to encoura ae m·t and to 
win over a few of the" old masters" for American art galleries. 
In 1909 ~·art works u ea.me in free to the value of. 540.661. In 
1910 they jumperl in value to $19,114,407.rn. In l9Jl the rnlue 
of these "art works" coming in free bad rencbed $21.045.'9"21, 

Questlon. Did the Payne law increase the free list? and in 1D12 they climbed to the enormons value of $35,116.930.75 . 
.Answer. It increased the free list even to a greater extent This was a direct -displaeement of $75.000,{)00 of good A m"ricnn 

than ~ver before, but still maintained sufficient revenue to meet money in four years, uot for fodd or necessities, but for •· art 
the needs of the Government. Imports admitted free under the works." upim which to feast the ·eyes and jnspire the applause 
Payne law in 1912 were -valued at $881,512.987, or $105.000.000 of the connoisseur. The people. or somebody daimjng to repre­
more than in 1911. The free imports were greater under the sent them, demanded "free art," and they got it '.by "blowing 
P.ayne Jaw than under any Democratic law. l\Iore goods were in" $75.000~000 o0f American money for the enrichment of for­
admitted free than came in sabjeet to duty. The percentage of eign artists and picture dealers. 'l'he much heraldefl purchase 
-free goods imported was 53.73 in Hl12, or 3 per cent more than nf a single rminting from o-ne -of the English collecticlJl.c;;. s.t a 
in 1911., a percentage 'higher than that of the Wilson-Gorman · ·CO.St .of $500.000.. is a ·reminder that if tlul.t money had remnin~d 
law, which attained 48.56. but notwithstanding this exceedingly in the United .Stntes where lit wa-s earned. it would ha>e h<>en 
high percentage of free imports which eut the revenue from $326,- sufficient to pay $1.-000 ft year to 500 men, wbo courn ithu ha •e 
561,683.14 in 191{) to $304,89"9.366.08 in 1912, the duty c<illected supported .a population .of 2.500 in .any city or .-ma~e <>f the 
per cn:pita in 1912 was $.3.15 against $3.25 in 1911, $3.50 in 1910, United States for a whole year. If the e items, wise.ly or un­
$3.21 in 1909. '$3.13 in 1008. and $3.72 in 1907. And while under wisely yielded in the Payne law, reacted upon the American 
the Payne law the duty per c::ipita was steadily falling. proving people., imposing upon t.hem a char.ge rather than a relief. they 
that the so-called .. , tariff burden upon the people" was being re~ are to be continued in the Underwood hill in gre.'ltcr 1olume 
dueed, the imports per capita were steadily rising, having and for the avowed purpose of encouraging foreign competition. 
renched the high mark in 1912, to wit $16.94, or twice the volume THE uKDERWOOD BILL A~l> ITS UEAr<ING. 

of per capita imports of 15 years before. But while the much- QuestioJL What do you merin by the Underwood bill? 
berated t::irifl' was thus being reduced fue internal revenue, Answer. The biH introduced by the gentleman from Alabnroa 
which is derived directly from the people. was advancing from Ulr. UNDERWOODl, who is chairman· of the Democratic Ways 
$246,212.£44 in 1909 to $321,612.200 in 1912, or more than was and :Means Committee., and tbe exponent in the Hom:i.e of Ilep­
collerted from th-e tariff, without any special complaint from resentntives of the theories of Woodrow Wilson, the new1y 

. anybody ~xcept the producers of liquors and tobacco and the -elected Pre Ment of the United States. 
dealers therein. In fact. the imperceptible burden of the tariff, Question. Were the Democrnts commissioned by the people 
estimated at '$3.15 per -capita, the maintenance <>f which has a to wrHe a tariff bill embodying the ideas of Prei=<ident Wilson? 
direct relation to the employment of millions of farm and fac- .An~wer. Tbe Democrats think they were. althou.gb appnr­
tory workers. was -::mathema. while the greater au.d more direct ently a majority of the Yoters of the Unite<'I States 11re not in 
burden -of the internal revenue arouRed no wonderment and sympathy with Mr. UNnmwooo or Ur. Wil~n. Tbe protection­
scarcely any comment. Thus it appe::trs that the people bad ists of the country divided their votes between Mr. Tnft and 
come to .berieve that it w-011ld be better for them to inet·ease Mr. Roosevelt, so tha t J\lr. Wilson was elected although he 
their <>wn internal taxes ratbe1· than to share their burden with is the leader of a minority party. 

• the foreign business man who desired · to worm his way into QaeRtion. What is the ohjection to the tariff plans of Mr. 
the American market or the importer who preferred to spend UNDERWOOD and Pre8ident Wilson? 
Amerlcan money in foreign countries. Answer. They are believed to be destructiv-e of the industries 

msPLACEJ.IENT OF AMERICAN BILLIONS. thnt have been crented in the Unite:d State under a pr0tectiYe 
Question. Is the extension of the free list good for the coun­

try? 
Answer_ The protecti.onist does not think E<o~ and yet to gratify 

what seemed to be a popular demand the Payne law brought in 
in 1912 the largest volume of free goods ever imported. The 
value of these free foreign·goods in thnt year was $881,512,987. 
In plain English. we sent that much money abroad to buy for­
eign goods in one year, when we might just ~s wen hav·e speB.t 
it in our own country. -The year previous. 1911, we sent abroH-d 
$777.000.000; fa 1910. $76LOO-O.OOO; in 190.9, $600.000.000. -The 
total amount. for foreign purchases sent QUt of the country un­
der the much-ma~<>ned Payne law in less th::tn four years -0f 
its operation was approximately $3.000.000.-000. The money 
that thus ieft the couatry to bu_y foreign .~wods under the free 
list would have been sufficient to build 10 Panama Canals. But 
we preferred to send that money abroad, nnd we did so. Among · 
the :irticles Prlrrfitt n free (lf duty were bides and skins vaJued 
for 1012 at $102,000.000. They were put on the free list because 
the people iV{'re led to believe the trusts, supposed to control 
Arnerkm.1 hides. would .fie troy the tanners and shoemakers. 
When the dnty was removed fTom bides the price of btdes went 
up !lnd the :price-of sboes did not come down, and it :llso devel-0ped 
that tlle so-called trusts were as inflaeutial in the control of 
foreign bides ~s they were -of the domestic. rrhe :Government 
lost the duty which 'lrnd in 1908 amounted to $1,959.434.7R .An­
other it-(>-m on the free list was coffee. imported ~n 1912 to the 
T'al ue -of $117.000.000: H wus made free because the agit$rs or 
tlle m:mipulntors did not want to pay ·a duty. The consumer 
got no benefit from tb-e repeal of th-e duty becnuse tbe -export 
country 1e·ded an export t.'l:x: on ·eoff-ee .and acce-pted for itself 

' whnt tlle l1nitert States had gi'\"'en aw:-ay. The importer was re­
·]ie\ed of tile duty. but the eonsurner paid for roffee at th-e <Same 
-0ld rate. It was not a reduetion of living cost, but a deliberate 

tar:i.ff .system. They are not actually for free trade with foreign 
nlltions, but they are so close to it in an effort to force compe­
tition upon the ·foreigners' terms as to discourage American 
enterprises and drive existing industries out of business. We 
have i:ilways bonsted in this counb·y th.Ht it wi:is a lnnd of 
opportun1ty, 11nd we haYe flattered ourselves that the energetic 
young AmeriC"an was entitled to the fruJts of ills tofl. If he 
should undertake to start ::t mill under the propoRed new 
system, those who work for him could not expect to earn more 
than is now obtained for simiiar work in forei1?:n countries, , 
because the ri~ht of p:rotoction -ngninst the tower wa-ges pnid 
abroad would be demed. In other words, the opportunity to 
start the miU in this country would not be worth while. and the 
wage earner as well as the mill owner would both be out <>f 
employment. 

THE P:UESIDE1'"".l'' S HOTHOUSE HANA '.AS. 

Qaestlon. Wherein does President Wilson approrc of .U!lY such 
doctrine? 

Answer. In numerous speeches :md pnrticularly in fl book 
entitled ~The New Freeflom." published thj year, 1m3. jn 
which. to mush·ate ·hi belief with regard to the tariff, be re ers 
to the very impr.obaMe ... p rivilege" -0f raising bananas in Con­
necticut -0r Michigi:in. 

••If we should undert:ike to :rair.e b::tnan:is under such circum­
·Rbrnces," snys thee PresUlent with a slight sllow af i;:~rca~m. 
"we shall b.a•e in Conneeti~ut or Michig-an or isomeTI""beT{' e11"c 
mHes of hothouses in lv'bich thousan!ls of hnppy .Arnerie:rn 
workingmen, with fnll illnnei· p:iH~. wm be roisiug bl3naru ", 
t.o b:e old .at a quarte1· apieee." Rut gr.owing mQre serions the 
President .adds. "What I am tcying t-0 point .oat to y-0u now 
'is that th-s 'proteeti'V,e • tariff. so roiled. !llns become a means 
of fusterlng tbe growth of pnrtieal.ar ~'Oup. of jotlus:try :it 
the .expense -0f the .economk "\'itality of the rest of the counh"J/ ' 
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all of which he likens to a garden that must be thoroughly 
weeded out. In this same chapter, with-0ut regard to the 
difi'erence in wage and living conditions and of the cost of pro­
duction a.t home and abroad, the President asks where and 
when it happened that the "boasted genius of America became 
afraid to O'o out into the open and compete witll the world?" 

The question has the true ring of the jingo, but the an_swer 
is that a $3 wage in the United States can not compete with a 
$1 wage in Germany without the los of $2, nor can an educated 
civilized American make much headway if he has to compete 
in living conditions with coolie labor. "It is a condition that 
confronts us, not a theory." 

FORBIDDE~ TO UIPROVE ON NATURE. 

Question. Has the President given these views to C~ngres.s? 
Answer. The President briefly reenforeed these views rn a. 

personal address to Congress. In calling the extra.ordin~ry. ses­
sion to consider the Underwood tariff bill, the Pres1dent mSIBted 
that industrial conditions had so chruiged in the United States 
and some of them had developed so rapidly that it was our duty 
now to rid ourselves of all kinds of " artificial advantage" and 

· to "thrive by the law of nature.'' "Our task," said the_ Presi­
dent, speaking of ta.riff schedules, " is to square them w1 th the 
actual facts. The sooner that is done the sooner we shall es­
cape from suffering from the facts and the sooner our men of 
business will be free to thrive by the law of nature-the nature 
of free business-instead of by the law of legislation and arti-

. ficial arrangement." 
"We must abolish" said President Wilson, "e1erything that 

bears even the semb'iance of privilege, or of any kind of arti­
ficial advantage, and put our business men and producers ~der 
the stimulation of constant necessity to be efficient, economical, 
and enterprisinO' masters of competitive supremacy, better 
workers and m~chants than any in the world. Aside from the 
duties laid upon articles which we do not and probably can not 
produce, therefore, and the duties ~ upon lmn_.Iri~ and rnere.ly 
for the sake of the revenues they yield, the obJec1. of the tariff 
duties henceforth laid must be effective competition, the whet­
ting of American wits by contact with the wits of the rest of 
the world." 

A BOLD NEW PHILOSOPHY. 

Question. Is the President preaching a new philosophy? 
Answer. Evidently the President has thought out a new phil­

osophy which he proposes to try out on the people. It is in the 
nature of a program more unh·ersal than the" busting of trusts" 
by President Roosevelt or the altruistic hopes and exi>eetations of 
President Ta.ft. It is even broader than Mr. Bryan's free-silver 
issue or his government control of railroads. Mr. Wilson proposes 
to make progress by halting progress; by destroying much of the 
great work that ha.s been done ·under Republican rule and at­
tempting a reconstruction upon the ruins. We are no longer to 
labor for the success of our own enter,priseS; but we are to stop 
where we a.re and penalize ourselves by stagnation and losses until 
the other m1tio.ns have an opportunity to catch up with us. The 
President has made a bold stroke to harmonize the races, to 
remove impediments in the course of human progress which, in 
some respects, have been insurmountable since the beginning. 
He hu.s started out to obtain an equilibrium of all the people 
of all the earth by checking the high tide of American progress 
until the sluggish waters in European and Asiatic channels 
have reached our level or we ba.ve been reduced to theirs. We 
rni"ht just as readily expect to see an equilibrium maintained 
be-hveen the waters of Lake Erie and the rupids of Niagara by 
a philosophical removal of the falls, as the attainment of the 
President's equilibrium of the industrial and living conditions 
of all nations. Since no such change in our economic life as is 
proposed in the President's philosophy is likely to oecur in our 
own O'enera.tion, when the cold necessities of earning our bread 
and butter by the "sweat of the brow" still stares us in the 
face it would seem an idle waste and a needless sacrifice to thus 
exp~se our homes and firesides to a prospect so intellectually 
well conceived but so practically impossible. As it is evident 
" the billing and the cooing" of the doves must ultimately 
yield to the building of the nest, so it becomes the human race 
to provide foc its future happiness and comfort; and the United 
States method of doing it has been successful under Republican 
administrations. We ca.n not live upon philosophy and, as Owen 
:Meredith sagely observes, " civilized man can n-0t live without 
cooks." 

FTRST •TRE COMPETITOR, THES THE HOME. 

Question. To what extent would President Wilson's destruc­
tion of " a.rtifida.l advantage " affect the trade and commerce of 
the United States? 

Answer. So far as manufactures affected in one way or an­
other by tariff duties are concerned, it would apply to n~arly all 

of the industries, which in turn are supported by nearly all of 
the raw products of the nited States. It would a pply in one 
way or another to 270.000 establishments tha t are ·· a rtificial/' 
in which upward of 7,700,000 people are employed anu in which 
more than $18,000.000,000 are in,-ested. (.A.bstraet Thirteenth 
Census.) It would undoubtedly close up runny of the mills and 
factories whe1·e direct competition with foreign enterprises 
would give the foreigner the advantage in the cost of la bor and 
material. Emerson said, "If a man can write a better book, 
preach a better sermon, or make a better mousetrap than his 
neighbor, though he may build his llouse in the woods, the 
world will make a beaten path to his door." But Pre ident Wil­
son says, in effect, if a ru.an write a book, or if he rai. e potntoes, 
he shall not sen them except at the foreign p1ice; if h-e· rear a 
mill, he shall yield to his foreign competitor; and if be be dis­
satisfied with his wages under the "artificial arrangement" uf 
protection, he shall remoYe to EuTope or go unemployed. He 
says it is time to break up the indu trial estnbHshrnents if they 
can not operate on equal terms with those abroad; and this in 
spite of'. the Biblical injunction that " if any provide not for his 
own, and specially for those of his own house, he hath denied 
the faith, and is worse than an infidel." (I Timothy; Chap. V, 
verse 8.) 

PEBT.A.I:N'DIG TO PROTECTIOY BY COPYRIGHT. 

Question. Does President Wilson apply this doctrine to the 
pubUcation of books? 

Answer. He does not. The preparation of books· is brain 
labor, while th~ work of the mill man is hand labor. The 
Pre ident's publication, "The New Freedom," which insists that 
protection from foreign labor shall be removed from the mill 
WOl'ker and the farmer, is " copyrighted " agaim;t domestic 
competition, and "all rights are· expressly resened" against 
foreign competition. So that the President's rule does not work 
both ways. And yet Woodrow Wilson, the eminent scholar and 
author is entitled to protectton and royalties for the product 
of his 'brain and pen, a protection which should not be denied 
the man on the fa.rm or the plodder i i1 the mill. 

Question. In what respect has the gentJeman from Alabama 
ind-0rsed the views of President Wilson? 

Answer. In so shap.ing his tariff bill as to discoura-ge Ameri­
can enterp1i.se and il..dustry a.nd encoura~e foreign competition, 
to the end that cheaper govds shall be supplied to the people 
though their wages be lowered and their employment t ken 
away. The Underwood bill threatens the destruction of the 
sugar industry in the United States, ·men:aees the cotton and 
wool indm;tries, except as it will .have no influence tllJOil raw 
cotton but to increase the sales of American mw cotton in 
foreign la.nds, and while admittedly destroying $100,000.000 of 
revenue collected at the customhouse from importers of foreign 
commodities attempts to make up that deficiency by an income 
tax levied directly upon some of the people, and only some of the 
people, whose offense is that they ha\e been industrious and 
thrifty. 

INCOME TAX AN U "NF.CESSARY MAKESHIFT. 

And while an income tax properly graduated may be- a fair 
way of ra.ising revenue, as proposed in the Underwood bill. it 
is special to a certain class of eitizens; it wili. be an unending 
annoyance to honest business men ::md farmers who are st.rug~ 
gling to make both ends meet; it will encourage deception and 
fraud in the making of returns, and will discourage investments 
in industrial or labor-employing entei'Tlr: -:es. It will raise :m 
army of inquisitors and tax colle.ctors and prove a direct charge 
upon the responsible citizen who. because he i ... respomrlble and 
law-a.biding, is generally compelled to bear the burd.ai of the 
shirk. There is small warrant for 3uc.:i an exp<:!:-ilnent at this 
time, in view of the fact that at the close of 1912. with the 
Payne tariff law strn in operation. the United States Treasury 
showed a surplus of $37,224.502. The best the Democrats hope 
to do in substituting an income tax for the tariff is to obtain a 
surplus of $1,335,000 at the close of the firs ~ fiscal year. And 
this upon the mere guess (see majority committee report) that 
the income tax will vield a per annum total of $68,730.000. 
The margin is so close that the shadow of a deficiency L alrendy 
apparent, for the bulk of the income tax mu~ necessarily be 
collected from a few of the large and prosperous States that 
are to be -robbed of both protection and prosperity, Verily, 
" the penny and: the cake" shall " walk the plank " togeth-er. 

Question. Has the gentleman from Alabama given outward 
expression of his belief in President Wilson's theories? 

Answer. Mr. UNDERWOOD has freq.u-ently declared' in debate 
that he is opposed to protection. During the secret e:rneus of 
the Democratic Pnrty; considering the sugar schedule, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD was quoted as having resisted the appeals of some 
of his Democratic brethren wlio hlld the temerity to insist upon 
protection fpr the men who a.re empl-0yed in the sugn:r industry 

• 
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in Louisiana and for other interests. As reported in the Phila­
delphia Record, Mr. UNDERWOOD spoke for the President and his 
party. 

THE SGGAR INDUSTRY TO GO. 

"The President only asked· us for two things in that bill," he 
said. "He asked us for free wool, and the committee gladly 
gave it to him. He asked for a change in the sugi:r sclledule, . 
and the committee did as he asked. I appeal to you m the name 
of the President and the party to stand solidly behind the 
President and the committee on this question. 

"If we as a party are to do the things we have promised to 
do, we must have party solidarity. The President's position o.n 
sugar is perfectly fair; there is no principle involved that is 
different from the principle of free sugar. 

" The sugar growers of Louisiana have been brought up as a 
hothouse growth; that is true. They have invested many 
millions in theil' industry. Free sugar will destroy them; t1;1at 
is conceded· and it is only proper that their industry must give 
way. The 'President felt that it would be fairer to. all C?n­
cerned that these sugar growers be allowed three years m which 
to liquidate. They have much paper in the banks; they ha.ve 
.suffered fi:om two bad crops; and to put sugar on the free hst 
to-day would damage them· greatly. By giving them th~ee years 
in which to liquidate we will give them time to get then· houses 
in order. . 

"They can straighten out their affairs, fix up their financial 
matters use their lands and mills for other purposes. Three 
years i; a short time; and while I personally have little use for 
protection, we must not forget that this industry i~ the re~ult 
of the protective theory, and we should give them time to right 
their affairs." 

OLD MILLS MUST DIE. 

Question. Has the gentleman from Alabama conceded the de-
struction of other industries? . . 

Answer. Yes· be has been equally frank on other occasions. 
Concerning the' duties upon wool and woolen clothing dis~ussed 
in the secret Democratic caucus April 18, the Washington 
Ilerald had this to say : 

" Opposing the amendment to put ready-made clothing on the 
free list Leader UNDERWOOD conceded that the rates of the wool 
schedul~ would hurt many industries. He said he was inclined 
to believe that many mills would be put out of business. He 
insisted that there were factories in this country equipped with 
inefficient plants, and that they were badly administered, and 
he had no doubt they would go out of commission upon the 
approval by the President of the pending bill. 1\Ir. UNDERWOOD 
declared that many woolen factories were maintained under the 
special privilege of protection. He sai<f that, economically, they 
had no place in the industrial life of the land. They were 'hot­
housed ' under protection conditions, and could not expect to 
sm"\ive under the competitive conditions that would result from 
the adoption of the new tariff." 

LIVIXG COST REDUCED BY WA.GE REDUCTIO~S. 

There is no mistaking the issue. As the matter now stands, 
the Democrats, who are in complete conh·ol of the Government, 
propose to destroy protection, as Republicans understand it, and 
to substitute "free competition" with an the world, except that 
duties shall be levied upon imports for purposes of revenue. 
Whereas last year, under the Payne law, we collected upon im­
ports over $304,000,000, they propose to collect only $200,000,000, 
and recover the remainder by an inquisitorial and direct income 
tax upon the people. They contend that in this way they can 
reduce the price of eggs, potatoes, and meat, but they fail to 
take into account the losses that will fall upon the farmers who 
produce those commodities if the industrialist or the mill­
worker, who is dependent upon "artificial arrangement," is 
sho-rnd out of his job by foreign cheap labor. Mr. Wilson and 
Mr. UNDERWOOD have made it perfectly clear that they propose 
to stand or fall upon the truth or falsity of their theories. 
They are undertaking to reach the unattainable by equalizing a 
100 per cent civilization with a 33 per cent industrial condition. 
They are keeping faith With their party. 

PLAYING UP TO THE FOREIGNER. 

Question. Is the Underwood bill favorable to the foreigner? 
Answer. Its sponsors frankly declare they want" competition." 

They do not mean by that that if we have mills manufactur­
ing metal, or wool, or cotton goods, or cbemica~s that there 

. -Stian be more mills in the United States, but they do say that 
'whatever mills we have shall not be increased by encouraging 
our own trade until we have first stood the ruinous competition 
of England, Germany, and other countries, which have every ad­
vantage in the matter of wages and cost of production. They 
make no account of wages at all, and pretending they want 
cheapness to destroy the trusts and monopolies, they encourage 

the migration of workmen and t:.1e transfer of capital to foreign 
countries, where, .if the trust or combination be international in 
character, the place of manufacture is of little concern to the 
manipulators. One of the curious guesses in the report upon the 
Underwood bill is that by the transference of raw materials 
and other commodities from the Payne free list to the Under­
wood dutiable list there will be such an influ.."'C of imports anx­
ious to pay duty that there will be realized at the customhouse 
$102,403,000 to aid in making up the deficiency that will result 
from the reckJess reduction of duties generally. 

A.ND THE TRU.STS A.RE NOT COMPL.A.INIXG. 

Question. Explain that point about the trusts. 
Answer. I will. If it is cheaper for the International Har­

vester Trust, or for any iron and steel trust, or for any textile 
trust, or for any sugar or tobacco trust to do its manufac­
turing in England, France, or Cuba, of what advantage to the 
people of this country would it be to remove the duty upon any 
of the articles thus produced? Such trusts would want the duty 
removed. If Mr. Carnegie has as much money invested in 
foreign steel mil1s, where labor is cheap, as be has in mills of 
the United States, where labor is high, or if the Harvester 
Trust is availing itself of cheap labor in the factories it operates 
in foreign lands, why would they want a duty imposed upon 
anything they make abroad if they can still control the market 
of the United States? Under these circumstances it is improb­
able the price of reapers and mowers would be lessened to tbe 
farmer whether the duty is on or off. ·Thus the individual or 
independent operator is set upon " the sliding board" and all 
industry drifts into the maw of the combination with the 
greatest power and the most money and they save the duties. 

SAVING SOMETHING FOR THE SUGAR IMPORTER. 

There has been so much special pleading for the "poor con­
sumers" of sugar emanating from the importers' offices in New 
York as to lead to the suspicion that the wealthy gentlemen who 
pay the import duty, amounting to $56,000,000 per annum, and 
who now have to meet a fair American competition which en­
ables sugar to be sold at retail for 4-! cents a pound, a.re not 
wholly disinterested in the destruction of the industry in Lou­
isiana and the West; but the Underwood bill proposes to take 
the duty from sugar even though the duty paid by these import­
ers, which the Government stands to lose, if reduced to the 
pound consumed, precludes n lessening of tbe retail price. The 
Sugar Trust is not opposing the removal of the duty on sugar. 

Question. How was the Underwood. bill prepared? 
Answer. By the Democrati'! majority of the Ways and Means 

Committee holding secret deliberations. It was drawn in de­
fiance of those whose business and employment were involved 
and was then submitted to the Democratic caucus, which also 
met in secret. After the party caucus had deliberated upon it 
in secret it was returned to the majority members of the Ways 
and Means Committee, by whom it was made public three days 
ago-April 22. It is a document of 218 printed pages, a hurried 
comparison of which with the Payne law of 1909 shows it to be 
in title and text a direct contradiction of the policy of protec­
tion. 

.A. LITTLE SPECIAL PRIVILEGE ; TIIA.T'S A.LL. 

Question. How does the Underwood bill differ in title from 
the Republican law of 190f)? 

Answer. The contrast in title is significant. The Republican 
law was entitled "An act to provide re"Venue, equalize duties, 
and encourage the industries of the United States, and for 
other purposes." There is nothing to "encourage the indus­
tries" in the Democratic bill, the title of which is "A bill to 
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government, 
and for other purposes." A better title for the Democratic 
bill would' be "A bill to encourage foreign competition and to 
reduce American production," for this, in fact, is substantially 
the purpose of this bilJ, except as to raw cotton. . 

Question. Does the Underwood bill provide for any protec-
tion at all? 

Answer. None on principle, but a little on "special privilege." 
Question. Name some of the " special-privilege " items. · 
Answer. Cotton, as stated, does not need any protection. It 

is ari. AmPrican monopoly, sold largely abroad, and is therefore 
on the free list; but several of the cotton-growing States are 
taken care of in relation to cattle, cotton bagging, Angora goat 
hair press cJoth, citrus fruits, peanuts, briar wood, and so forth. 
The 'desire to destroy protection in chemicals, earthenware, iron 
and steel, woolen and cotton goods, and other factory products, 
however is not applied in the bill to shipowners, who are 
offered ~ direct bonus of 5 per cent over foreign competition; 
that is to say, the bill is consistent in its purpose to · destroy 
protection, except in the case of a few political friemls whose 
"ox is gored." 
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Question. What is the objection to the 5 per cent ship sub­
sidy? 

Answer. In some respects the 5 per cent protection or sub­
sidy to shipowners may be a good !hing. It proves the incon­
sistency of the DemCK'rutic position. As most of the ships that 
would be benefited belong to so-called trusts, like the Standard 
Oil Co., "the taxing of the rich and the relieving of the poor," 
which the gentJeman from Alabama in his opening speech pro­
clnimed to be the purpose of the Democratic Party, is not ap­
parent in this c~se. 

WAS THlil FAR~IER TREATED FAIRLY? 

Question. Is there a report accompanying the Underwood 
bill? 

Answer. Yes; there is an explanatory report which was put 
into print for disb·ibution day before yesterday. In his open­
ing address the gentleman from Alabama followed substantially 
the lines of this report. 

It is a 1abored effort to find excuses for the drastic and 
unscientific changes contemplated in the bill. It first con­
tends that the people got along happily under revenue tariffs 
m1til the Civil War, and then complains of the higher tariffs 
since existing. It fails to note that all the real progress of 
the Nation occurred !miler Reriublican tariffs since the war. 
Now it finds that the Payne Tariff Act of 1909, which gave us 
a surplus of almost every commodity, including free imports, 
was responsible for the high cost of living-an economic 
phenomenon in no way special to the United States. Again, 
the committee fails to recognize the steady employ~ent of 
labor at increased pay and reduced hours. Nor does it con­
sider the ad•antage to the agricultural population whose farm 
products, sold in the cities, advanced 93.2 per cent in price 
from 1897 to 1910, while city-made. clothing, sold to the farmer, 
advanced only 35.8 per cent in the same period, and house­
furnishing goods only 24.2 per cent. And as to this it may be 
explained that the differences between Republicans in the cam­
paign that elected Mr. Wilson were due largely to the persistent 
untruths that were circulated with regard to the high cost of 
living. The farmer was told he paid too much for his clothing. 
The figures just presented (and they are taken from the com­
mittee's rel}ort) show that the price of farm products advfillced 
under the Payne law more than twice the amount of advance 
npon clothing prices. The farmer profited under the tariff more 
than the indush·ialist, but he was lied to and made to believe 
the industrialist was not his friend. 

PP.OSECUTING THE TP.USTS. 

Because of the organization of large combinations of capital 
made necessary since the Civil War by increased public demand 
for transportation and other utilities and commodities the tariff 
js blamed for certain bad trusts, and this in spite of the fact 
that Grover Cleveland, the last Democratic President of the 
United States, and his Attorney General, Mr. Olney, refused 
to proceed against unlawful copibinations, although they have 
since been successfully prosecuted under successive Republican 
administrations. And there is a peculiar effrontery about this, 
in view of the free-trade provisions of the Underwood tariff 
·bilJ, which operates directly in the interest of Lbe sugar, iron 
and steel, oil, match, salt, chemical, and other trusts large 
enough to have an international "gentlemen's agreement," by 
which they may crush out their independent American competi­
tors, avoid the tariff, and put the revenue burden upon the 
lessened earning P-O»er of the Ameriean people. 

POPULATION RISL~G TOO RAPIDLY. 

The report holds the Republican tariff responsible for the 
utillzatfon of our natural resources. This is amusing. It de­
plores the fact "that the protection system has been greatly 
influential in maintaining a too rapid rate of depletion of natu­
ral resources in order to satisfy the constantly increasing 
demand of a rising population." Evidently, it expects a rising 
population of 95,000,000 to adopt the idealistic, but nonbread-

. winning, theories of President Wilson to discard "the arti­
ficial arrangement" and return to the "laws of nature." We 
are not to erect any " hothcuses " to protect our plants; we are 
to leave them naked to the tender mercies of the beautiful snow. 
Why eat salad which is raised under gl::tss when you can get 
any old grass by rooting in the ground? 

Question. Then you do not regard the Underwood bill as a 
"scientific production" r 

Answer. It is neither scientific, practical, patriotic, nor just. 
It is guesswork-a mere stab at rates iii order to justify the 
Democratic contention. The loudest howl of the campaign 
demagogue who pretends to represent the pe6ple has been levied 
against luxurious living. The Democrats said they would pun­
i.Bh the luxurious. · They were "dead against the wallflowers 
and the dress-suit fellows." Heaven forbid that anyone should 

• 

ever see a Democrat riding in automobiles or going to theater 
parties in "swallowtails." Perish the thought that any true 
Democrat should ever wash with castile soap or deny "pot 
licker" for the city brew. 

DE.l\IOCRATS WAXT i\IORE PERFUMED SOAP, 

Question. And how did the Underwood bill meet this delicate 
political si tua ti on ? 

Answer. By reducing the duty on perfumed toilet soap from 
50 per cent ad valorem under the Payne Jaw to 40 per cent ad 
valorem under the Underwood bill. The aroma of victory, the 
spoils of war, have beaten down the soap-fat brood, and the 
Democratic Party has emerged from the backwoods. It de­
mands soap, foreign soap, perfumed and Frenchified, and instead 
of raising the duty on this exquisite and deliciously flavored 
compound de luxe it adds it to the "bath of nature" and ad­
monishes the thrifty farmer's wife to chuck her fat to the pigs. 
In their abhorrent list of luxuries the Democrats have admitted 
" china, porcelain, Parian, and crockery ware, painted or deco· 
rated," at 15 per cent less duty than the Payne law imposed; 
and "manufactures of marble, onyx, alabaster, and jet," not 
used extensively by the "downtrodden," they have admitted at 
5 per cent less; and these are but a few of the efforts to relieve 
the poor and punish the rich. Verily, the Democra.tic orators 
are " sure friends " of the " downtrodden" before election, but 
they like "the trimmings" after. · 

PUNISHING THE OLD ESTABLISHED HOUSES. 

Question. Have you any further comments on the report? 
Answer. Yes. The report undertakes to prove, as the gentle­

man from Alabama did in his argument, · that by arresting the 
woolen and cotton industries-because they have su~cessfully 
used old machinery and equipment for 50 to 60 years-the men 
who engage in manufacturing enterprises will be taught to 
adopt the methods of foreign competitors in equipment and effi· 
ciency. It was formerly the rule in certain sections of the 
country to induce our enterprising citizens to undertake the 
construction of mills, and they were frequently offererl local 
inducements and free taxes for a period of years. Under the 
new system, as proposed, this is •no longer permissible, for the 
man who dares to invest his m6ney in a manufacturing enter­
prise, or who dares to borrow money for that purpose, must 
understand at the start that he must adopt the foreign methods 
and that be must employ only those who are willing to work 
at the foreign wage. This is surely un-American. l\Ioreover, he 
is told that if he enters into the manufactme of linoleum, for 
instance--linoleum being a poor man's commodity-that on 
burlap, which is his raw material and which he acquires from 
foreign sources, because it can not be made in the United States 
in competition with the wretched labor of India, he must -pay a 
duty, while there must be a reduction upon the duty on linoleum 
itself. Or if he undertakes to erect a mill to grind wheat, he 
must expect to pay a duty upon the Canadian wheat. which is 
his raw material, while Canadian fl.our, manufactured by his 
foreign competitor, may come in free. Or if he undertakes to 
make carpets, he must stand for a reduction of duty upon his 
finished product, while be pays duty upon the dyestuffs that a.re 
amongst his raw materials. 

INCONGRUITIE.S IN TH1il BILL. 

Among the other incongruities of the Underwood bill is its 
treatment of umbrella manufacturers. The bill admits finished 
umbrellas ready for sale at a lower .rate than it imposes on the 
component parts of an umbrella. Hence, the foreigner is en· 
abled to get his umbrellas into the American market cheaper 
than it costs the American maker for his raw material. 

Question. You have refened to burlap, what about bagging1 
Answer. It may be pardonable for the gentlemen who come 

from the cotton States to take care of · their own, and without 
intending to be invidious, it seems they are doing it in this bill. 
They have taken burlap off the free list, it being the ruw ma· 
terial used in the manufacture of linoleum, but they have car­
ried " bagging for cotton, gunny cloth, and similar fabrics" to 
the free list, together with "press cloths of camel's hair." In 
other words, while taxing the manufacturer of linoleum, um· 
brellas, and so forth, upon their raw material, the biU removes 
the duty from the raw material of the cotton planter and th.e 
cottonseed-oil manufacturer. Thus, a little bit of "artifice" 
seems to have been il~.jected into the "laws of nature." 

SMALL CHANCE FOR YOUNG AMERICA. 

Question. Is there anything in the bill to encourage an a~~ 
bitious boy r 

Answer. There is nothing in the bill or the report to encour­
age any boy to exercise his bra.ins or ingenuity for the advance­
ment of the indestrial welfare of his country. If he undertakes 
to .engage in any enterprise involving employment . of labor 
\vhich is paid higher wages than is paid the cheap labor C\f 
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Europe he must expect to face r. foreign competition that will 
crusb him at the outset of bis business career. He is caught 
between the upper and the nether mlllstones. And unless be is 
big enough to establish foreign connectious, or can tie up with 
some trust that is able to defy American regulation, he must go 
down with the independent "little fellow" whose quietus is 
p tablished uv this bill. There is one way, however, l.Jy which 
an energetic young American may make money temporarily un­
der the new system. He can buy out the stock of manufac­
turers who are driven to t!le wall, or of dealers in commodities 
who have been foolish 0Gough to keep on hand supplies pur­
chased at American prices until the flood gates are let down to 
foreign cheap goods. He may then do business as ::in auctioneer. 
or witll the great department stores whose splendid advertising 
facilities will enable them to draw upon the savings of those 
who are in quest of bargain sales. Or, if he be clever enou~h, 
he may be able ~o locate in Canada or Europe a market for ~he 
machinery of clismantled American mills. 

THE ABYSS OF DREA~S AXD DOUBT. 

Question. Does the bill attempt to regulate the trusts1 
Answer. It does not. The Democratic Party has pretended 

that it would kill the trusts, but this bill will aid rather than 
hinder them. 'Fhe Underwood bill stands pat on cotton. It 
pretends to on tobacco, but gives free trade to the Philippines. 
It is cruel to the sugar planter and the woolgrower, and is 
utterly offensive to the independent industries. It proposes to 
discipline the manufacturers of the country and all their em­
ployees by eliminating the profits and reducing the wages. 
There is no relief to Tho e .who look for a continuance of pros­
perity, but, on the contrary, the bill imposes an additional 
burden of unneces ary taxation. It is a bill in the interest 
of the speculator, the juggling i!~porter, and those \\ho conh·ol 
big business. It is an inducement to the business man to mov~ 
to Canada or to Europe, and is altogether a surrender of the 
greatest prosperity of the greatest of nations to agitators and 
theorists, who neither know nor seem to care how great the 
havoc they invite. Speaking broadly, there is nothing in this 
bill for the American farmer, nothing for the American working­
man, but everything for the foreigner. Recklessly and with 
deliberation the bill as written plunges the substance of our 
national progress into the nbyss of dreams and doubt. [Pro­
longed applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [l\1r. GILL:ETT]. 

1\Ir. GILLETT. l\fr. Chairman, as I ri se to speak to-day I 
am reminded viddly of the conditions when I first entered Con­
gress 20 years ago. r.rhen, as now, there was u Democratic 
President, a Democratic Senate, a Democratic House of Repre­
sentatives, with a Democratic Speaker, who avowed his belief 
in free trade. A tariff bill was then, as now, the prime object 
of the Democratic Party. It was under the charge of a bril­
liant, cultivated, charming man, with the auspicious and 
prophetic name of Wilson, a college professor, a native of Vir­
ginia, a man undoubtedly of noble aspirations for the good of 
the -whole country, but, as we Republicans thought, with erro­
neous theories on the ta riff and with some sectional prejudices. 
On the day when the bill passed this House there was the most 
open exhibition of excited enthusiasm I have ever witne sed 
here, arid that 1\Ir. Wilson was borne about this Hall on the 
shoulders of some of his younger supporters, among whom I 
remember the stalwart fo1;m of the present dignified Secretary 
of State, amid the cheering of the Democratic side. But that 
was the lust enthusiasm the Wilson bill ever evoked, and the 
only cheers it ever occasioned afterwards were the cheers that 
rang throughout the .whole United States for its repeal. It 
went from this House to the Democratic Senate, where it was 
mangled and tortured into that form of perfidy and dishonor in 
which it w::is finally presented to the world as a bastard, the 
Democn1tic President refusing to authenticate it by his name. 

I wonder if the analogies which are so striking in the early 
stages of this bill will continue to the close. That no one will 
know for months and perhaps years. But I am ready to admit 
that this bill in its present form, despite its numerous incon­
sistencies, goes far to carry our Democratic theories and fulfill 
Democratic pledges and gratify the reliable Democratic States. 
And if it becomes law I am ready to wait and stake the future 
of the two parties on its results. If, as they promise, it reduces 
tbe cost of Jiving without lowering the scale of wages or exter­
minating and banishing great industries, I will admit they were 
right and "e were wrong. I am ready for the test. And I am 
also ready to admit that the former Wilson bill came into the 
world under most unfavorable circumstances, while present ap­
pearances indicate that for this bill the industrial and financial 
condition of this country and the world will be most auspiciou~. 

And so recognizing. that . this bill is a . fail" exponent of the 
Democratic theory and will test the antagonistic principles of · 
the two parties, we can only await with patience and fot:titude 
its results. .Accidents of trade, of crops, of financial stringency, 
or business depression in Europe, of peace or wa1· may accel­
erate or retard its natural effects, but tlley are sure to reveal 
thernselve~. and the country is sure to feel and to judge them . 
Fo1· that verdict we Republicans can afford to wait: If they 
ham disco•ered a magical method of furnishing the consumers 
cheaper goods while keeping the producers busy at higher 
wages, we will all join in applauding their success. But if 
they do not materially cheapen the cost of Jiving. or accom­
plish it only by such importations of cheap goods as close our 
mills and dri rn our workmen into idleness, then all will join in 
punishing them for their failure. 

I do not mean to enter upon any general discussion of the 
evils of this bill. It would take too long and has been done 
most satisfactorily by the Republican members of the Ways 
and i\leans Committee. I stand upon the broad Republican 
ground that a ta1iff should give protection to all the productive 
enterprises of e•ery section of the country sufficient to enable 
them to cope successfully with the cheaper labor of other 
nations. The amount of protection should be measured by the 
difference of labor cost, so that our high standard of wages 
may be main'tained. I believe that conditions have so changed 
that the old Republican theory of protection is outworn and 
obsolete and must be modified, and I think if we had recognized 
and admitted this earlier the Republican Party would stand 
better to-day. Formerly the main object was to make sure 
that the protection was high enough, and if it chanced to be 
unnecessari ly high, so that all foreign competition was abso­
lutely prohibited, no harm was done, for domestic competition 
coul d be relied upon to keep down prices and prevent exorbi­
tant profits. But since the development of trusts and large 
combinations, which annibil::ite domestic competition, it has 
been important that the duties should be so scientifically ar­
ranged that they would be just high enough to pre•ent large 
foreign importations when domestic prices were reasonable. but 
wonld encourage foreign importers to be keen competitors of 
American producers if they attempt to raise prices so as to 
obtain exorbitant profits. 

Because of these changed conditions the Tariff Commission 
has become valuable and indispensable to study for us thor­
oughly the industries, both abroad and at home, and give to 
tl1e framers of tariff laws the exact facts on which they can 
base the rates and meet the modern necessities. Of course, 
prices are constantly fluctuating, both here and abroad. and it 
will be impossible to fix ::ill duties so that they will exactly 
and permanently equalize the labor costs of different nations; 
but to apprnximate tllat should be the a.im of every Republican 
tariff law, and an impartial, judicial, nonpartisan tariff <'Om­
mission, like the one which the Democratic Party has just abol­
ished, is a necessary step toward that goal. The Democrntic 
Party scorns the assistance or judgment of such a nonpartisan 
commissfon. They do not pretend or attempt to fix duties so 
as to equalize labor conditions or prices. They aim to raise 
re\·enue only, regardless of the effect on our p1·oducers. And 
ha•ing no uniYersal standa rd, they naturally fall into fayorit­
ism and sectionalism. 

The counh·y bas come to believe that the Republican tariff 
was too high; tllat it unreasonably increased the cost of liv­
ing; tllat large interests were unduly instrumenta l in framing 
it and reaped undue profits from its protection. It is useless 
now to discuss the merits of this popular criticism, because the 
Republicans in Congress ha ye now committed tbemsel ves to a 
course which in the future prevents a repetition of any such 
suspected abuses. The new Republicanism bas pledged itself 
to a . cientific tariff, based upon the report of a nonpartisau 
tariff board of experts. That raises the simple issue of pro­
tection lletween the hvo parties. Do the people want a tarifr 
bill like this, which avowedJy disregards in fixing duties the 
difference in lalJor cost h·ere and abroad and has no rule or 
standard except revenue tempered by faToritism and section­
alism, or do they want a scientific, impartial, business tariff 
of protection? I ha •e little doubt which the people of my dis­
trict will prefer. This bill injures seriously too many local 
industries to become popular there. Scattered throughout New 
England are innumerable small factories which will find exist· 
ence a struggle under this law, and I apprehend danger for 
even some of the largest. · 

Close to my home is a striking example of the inconsistency 
and sectional favo.ritism of this bill. Tl.le Ludlow Co. makes, 
among other things, bagging, whirh is. used to co-ver bales of 
cotton. The duty on it now is only six-t~nths of a cent per 
square yard, which is only 10 per cent ad Talorem-an ex~ 
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treruely low duty. Its main foreign competitors a.re in Cal­
cutta, where the jute of which it is ma.de grows, and where. 
lal>orers a.re paid from $1 to $3 per month, working 81 hours 
per week. If tllere is any industry which needs protection it 
wonld seem to be tllis, which must import its raw material 
and its machinery and compete with the cheapest labor in the 
world superintended by Englishmen and equipped witll the 
same machinery. Their protection is now only 10 per cent, so 
small that Calcutta bagging now comes in and supplies about 
a quarter of the market and pays a revenue to· our Treasury. 
It would seem there need be no change there. It would seem 
that both under the Republican theory of protection and the 
Democratic theory of a tariff for revenue this small duty 
should be maintained. But this bill sh·ikes off all duty in 
order that the southern planter may hope to save 3 or 4 
cents ou the covering for each bale of cotton, which is worth 
from $GO to $75. They take away all protection, they take 
a way all revenue, they annihilate a flourishing industry in 
order that the southern planter may have the advantage of 
Calcutta labor and save a few cents, though e\·en that will be 
short lived, for when the Indian manufacturer has gained a 
monopoly of the market he will have no consid~ration for the 
southern planter, there will be no American competition, and 
up will go the prices. It seems to me a barefaced and short­
sighted attempt to save money for the planter of the South 
at the expense of the manufacturer of the North. 

Mr. HARDWICK. If the gentleman will permit, does not 
the gentleman think that the cotton planter o.f the South ought 
to have his bagging and ties free as much as for the farmer 
of the West to get his binding twine free? 

Mr. GILLETT. Oh, that is not a fair comparison. 
Mr. HARDWICK. Why should not they be treated alike? 
Mr. GILLETT. There was ne\er any IJinding twine im-

ported, so free binding twine has never made any difference. 
Mr. HAHDWICK. Does it not affect the price? 
Mr. GILLETT. Not a · particle. When binding twine was 

put on the free list there had not been any importations of bind­
ing twine for years. It was apparent that the tariff was pro­
hibitory and it was put on the free list. What was the result? 
Still there were no importations of binding twine. Appar­
ently there was not any made that could compete with us, 
e·rnn without a duty, and from that day to within a very few 
years there was no competition on binding twine and it could 
well afford fo have that duty taken off. 

Recently there bas been a little importation, and from whom? 
Has it come from countries like India, where labor is em­
ployed at 50 cents a week? Why, no. The only place that 
binding twine has been imported from is the only ·country 
that I think we do not need to have any protective tariff 
against-from Canada. And it was produced there, I presume, 
simply because the agriculhu·al-implement industry mo\ed over 
there from the United States, and in that connection they made 
binding twine and sometimes dumped their surplus into the 
United States. So that has no analogy at all. It differs from 
this in the fact that when that was put on there was no im­
portation of binding twine, whereas now in cotton bagging there 
is an annual importation of 20 per cent of all that is used. and 
the only nation that ever ha~ made binding twine in compe­
tition is a nation where the standards of labor and lfring are 
almost like those in the United States, and not, as in the case 
of cotton bagging, so low and inferior that no one will pre­
tend that there can be equal competition between us. 

There is another factory in my district which is likely to be 
closed by this bill. It manufactures celluloid or fiberloid. 
That is an invention of American brains. Later it was taken 
up and our machinery was copied in Europe. It has had a 
high protective tariff, under which it has prospered. I think 
the duty has been unreasonably high, but there has been keen 
competition among the American manufacturers and prices 
have been much reduced and have steadily trended downward. 
This bill has lowered the duty from about 75 per cent to 15 
per cent, a rate at which we can not compete with German and 
l!.,rench labor;, and at the same time, as if this was not enough, 
a duty bas been laid on one of its main ingredients, camphor, 
which is admitted free in the other countries. So you increase 
the duty on the raw material and take off three-fourths of 
the duty from the finished product. :Moreo\er, the industry 
has just been introduced in Japan and a superb plant, costing 
a million dollars, has been completed there, equipped with the 
best American machinery, built by American architects, and 
American mechanics have been takeri over there to superintend 
it and train the cheap Japanese labor to compete with us-with 
only 15 per cent duty. 

.Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman . kindly 
yield? 

L--29 

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will say to the gentleruan 

tfiat the chief competition in articles of celluloid comes to-day 
from France and Germany. 

.Mr. GILLETT. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. And, leaving out of account 

this question of the future competition with Japan, the rate of 
15 per cent ad valorem in our bill on the moderate kind of 
ce1luloid articles represents exactly the difference that tlle 
manufacturers here pay for their materials of manufacture as 
compared with foreigners. 

l\fr. GILLETT. It represents no difference as to the differ­
ence of wages paid. 

l\fr. HARRISON of New York. No; we do not take that into 
account; they have been competing in that respect heretofore, 
but in material the 15 per cent exactly balances the French and 
German cost. 

Mr. GILLETT. Then the purpose of the committee was to 
put us on an exact par with them "in the cost of materials of 
which the celluloid is made and not take into account at all the 
difference in wages. 

l\Ir. HARRISON of New York. In other words, to put our 
manufacturers on a competitive basis with the foreign manu­
facturers. 

l\Ir. GI:::....LETT. I am -very glad to know that is the project­
that they shall absolutely have no protection at all, but are 
simply put on an equal footing. That is what you . mean by a 
competiti\e basis. That is exactly . the theory which I supposed 
this bill was founded upon; it is the theory of free trade, :md 
with that theory you will, I belie\e, wipe out this factory of 
ours, for the cheaper wages of Germany and France can easily 
undersell us; and with this new plant in Japan it will be but 
a short time, with their cheap labor, when Germany and France 
will also be driven out of our market. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman cour­
teously yield again? 

l\Ir. GILLETT. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. It is difficult for anyone to 

foretell what the Japanese may or may not do. 
Mr. GILLETT. I recognize that. 
l\fr. HAilRISON of New York. I think it is fair to say up 

to the present time their labor has been cheap only in the 
amount of wages paid, but it has been very expensive labor in 
the cost of the product they turn out. 

Mr. GILLETT. This new plant, which is about ready to start, 
will test the justice of the gentleman's expectations; and I 
think this exh·eme reduction of the duty on fiberloid or cellu­
loid and the avowed purpose to cut off all protection against 
the different cost of labor in Germany or France or Japan is 
characteristic of this whole bill and stamps it as a free-trade 
experiment. 

It· was expected that this bill would provide an income tax, 
but I think many of the original supporters of such a tax will 
be grieved by the use made of it here. It was advocated as a 
tax to be reserved for cases of great ·emergency, and yet now 
$70,000,000 are to be raised by it in a period of profound peace 
and unexcelled prosperity in order that salutary protection 
may be taken away from some of our industries. I crit\cize, 
too, the provision exempting from tax all incomes under $4,000. 
The great majority of our people never hope to have $4,000 a 
year, and they would be glad, if they could be assured of that 
income, to pay a liberal tax on it to the Government. But by 
making the limit of exemption much smaller, say $1,000, a 
most important and desirable result could be attained. Then 
e-rery one who earned oYer a thousand dollars a year would have 
a direct, personal, and keen interest in the expenditures of the 
Nation. I do not care bow small the tax-Jet it be a half of 1 per 
cent, which would 50 cents on an income of $1,100 and $5 on a.n 
income of $2,000-but let it rise and fall with the expenditures 
of the administration. If the administration was economical, 
tlle tax would be only five on two thousand, but with increasing 
expenditures the tax would have to be increased. Then for the 
first time every citizen with an income ornr $1,000 would have a 
personal interest in Government expenses. Then would be· 
brought to the notice of each man what kind of housekeeping 
there was at Washington. To-day the ordinary voter is entirely 
ignorant and indifferent as to the expensi•eness of the adminis­
tration. The taxes are indirect; he does not feel that he is paying 
them, and as long as his locality gets what it wants he is re­
gardless of what may be wasted in other localities. A Congress­
man is praised in proportion to the national money he gets 
spent in bis district, and the more extravagant be is the more 
popular. An honest zeal for economy means to him onJy a loss 
of votes. I recently heard a Congressman say that if he wished 
to be popular he would vote against e\ery tax and and in favor 
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of . e•ery appropriation. Under such conditions you -ean not 
xpect economicaJ results. The Nation needs sorely some de­

l-i<:e to excite ill the ordinary -citizen a study of national 
expenditures. Nothing would accomplish it so effectively as 
imvosing on him a small income tax. which should vary accord­
in" to ~ amount tlie ·ation spent. 

There ne-rer a time when such a device was more needed 
than just now. One of the most marked and obvious d-evelop­
ment of recent years has been the enlarged scope ()f the a-cti'vi· 
ties -of the Nntionai -Oovernment, and the subject has been de­
bated as incessantly as such an interesting phenomenon deserves, 
-and ![ do not intend to add my comments to the gene1·a1 discus­
sion. Being by tendency a Federalist. I see nothing d'ls:quieting 
.or alarming in most of the new features of Federal power. 
Bl1t there is -one pha e -0f the situation -or trend which is seldom 
mentioned, llut which, as a member of the Appropriations Com­
mittee, has attracted my attention and concern, and that is its 
effect upon our national expenditures. I ~o not mean so much 
the expense of these new acti"rities--though in some eases that 
is vast enough-but I mean more the constant3y growing and 

·unchecked and endless expense which results and will resu1t 
from the new nttitude uf the people toward the National 1 

Treasury. · 
I doubt if there is any phase of the new Federalism where 

the ()'orowth is more prodigious or to me so a))palling as bere. 
The ~)eople seem of late to be 1'earn1ng to look on the Federal 
Treasm·y as u vast reservoir from which they can draw end­
le ly without exhausting it, and which will be kept full without 
any burden on them. Consequently, e. ch person's interest and 
constant endean>r seems to be to get for himself and his neigh­
borhood as larg~ a share as possible of this free and gratuitous 
outflow. 

Such a state of mind on the part of our constituents is dnn­
gerous in se•eral ways. It is demornlizing in the same way 
that gambUng is demoralizing to the indi\idual, by inducing the 
belief that work and industry and self-s::icriflce are superflmms, 
that wants can be gratified without effort. and thnt it is not 
honest exertion alone that is rewarded, but that there is an -eni::y 
way by which the same reward will fall in your lap without 
struggle or self-denial; that there is a father of boundless 
wealth who can gratify all your wants without expense to you 
and that self-denial and economy are as superfluous as they are 
incon•enient. · . 

Nothing is so fatal to industry and enterprise as such a feel­
ing. It is must unfortunate for man or nntion to learn to rely 
fo1· success -on nnything exeept his own steady effort. Yet such 
a feeling is spreading all oYer the country. 

And the people e m to be learning to believe not only that 
Federal laws make prosperity but that they keep the Trensury 
full with-0ut expen e to them. and that the peci:ll occupation of 
each Con!ITessrnan should be to decide how that Treasury can 
be emptied with most direct benefit to his locality. The very 
immensity of our country makes such a belief and habit dan­
gerous. It is impo ible for different sections to understand 
the comparative needs an claim of ench other. Their knowl­
edge of conditions is not accurate enongh to ui•e them a ound 
bai:rjs for jud.,..oment, and th~re is not enough mutual sympathy 
and acqunintance to mnke them fair-minded in their decisions. 
so that there is a con tant struggle of each to obtain all that it 
can; and this, of cour e, 1eads to combinations, mutual conces­
sions, and shamele s l-0grolling, all of which add expense and 
outlay to the Nation. 

The fact that our national taxation is lnrgely indirect and its 
burden unfelt by the mass of the people inerea . es this ten<leney 

nd encourages the de ire to enl:uge the national activities and 
dh·el"t, as far s po ible, burdens from the State and munici­
pality to the Nation. 

And so an admini tration can rush into expenses beyond }ts 
income without incurring that se'\'ere rehuke wbich would be 
e.'Ure to follow lf tile people hnd to directly open their pur~ es to 
make good the deficiency. The only check here is the impend­
ing disgrace of a bond issue. In England an administration 
whose expenditure exceeded its income by 20.000.000 would be 
thrown IQUt of power us incompetent and extravagant. and yet 
we allow our expenses to exceed our income by $100.00-0.000 and 
the people, instead <>f being disturbed and rebuking us and de­
manding a stritter economy, cJamor loudly for still larger out­
lay and are b-eedless of the defi.cit. 

England rai e the bulk of her revenue by permanent taxes 
whicll require no action by Parliament from year to year; but 
in ·order to adjust the income clo ely to expenses certain ta.xes 
m-e voted on~y a year at a time. and the rate is rai ed or low­
ered according to the necessities of the year. For many years 
the only taxes so treated were the ineome tax and the tax on 
tea, but t·ecently beer, tobacco, and spirits have been included 

• 

in the same class. These are all taxes which the people feel at 
<>nee, which they fret under and wish t-o be relieved of, and will 
only endure when satisfied of treir necessity; and so the popu­
larity of the ndminish·ation is aJways concerned in their reduc­
ti-on, and there is a constant timulus toward economy. 

England needs such a stimulus Jess than we do because she 
has a tremendous influence for economy in the fact that no 
appropriati-On 'Can be made except when recommended by the 
Crown, whieh means by the ministers. Parliament can reduce 
expenditures lielow the estimates of the ministry bat can never 
increase them. This gives vast power to the ministry and is a 
proctigious buffer 3.gain-st ext:raYagance. 

We see too often in our apprapriation bills illustrations of the 
danger pointed out by Lowell in his w-ork on the Gov-ernm~nt ot 
England, that ~expenditures directly cau ed by the irresponsible 
action of private members may -originate in per ona l or local 
feeling, 'and then be adopted through heedless good Mture or 

. skillful logrolling." I think we sh-ould do well to borrow from 
the longer experience of England and have a purely revenue 
tax like this which the peo11le would directly and keenly feel, 
which would p10ve up and down automatically with the condi­
tion ·of the Treasury, and which would aet as a constant admo­
nition to the administration and the party in power to be 
thrifty and economical. 

'This income ta:x wouJd fulfill those conditions lf it applied to 
all incomes o•er $1,000. As provided in this bill no one with 
an income less than $4,000 is reached by it, and consequently 
1ess than one-half of 1 per eent of the people pay it or feel tt, 
and its effeet in awak-ening an interest in economy among the 
people is insignificant. For that reason I hope the bill will be 
amended. and a smnll tax impo ed on incomes between $1,000 
and $4.000. and thereby the interest of a great nnd influential 
body of citizens will be aroused in nntional taxation and a 
wholesome change will be initi::ited in the attitude of the Ameri­
can people toward national expenses. 

l\lr. PAY1'."'E. Mr. Chairman, I yield to th-e gentleman from 
Kansas {Mr. l\IURDOcK] . 

l\lr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. FALCONER]. 

Mr. FALCOl\"'"ER. Mr. Chairman, in the time allotted to me 
this afternoon I am going to talk to an item in the free list of 
the proposed tariff' bill involving an indust:J.·y of much im­
portance to the State of Wa hington. 

In passing, however, I wish to obse.ne that to' tbe new Mem­
bers on the floor of the House there have occurred some inter­
esting incidents that have added just a little zest and interest 
to the proceedings. We have been highly entertained the past 
few days by the efforts of the two old parties in their endeavor 
to parade the legislative inconsi tencies of the OPPosing forces. 

The gentleman f&om l\Iassachusetts, openinu the debate last 
Tuesday on the Republican side, partially st::ited a fact when 
he said in effect that the downfall of the Republican Party was 
due in a large measure to the self-centered eaoti .. m of the men 
in control-men who had become intoxicated with power ac~ 
quired by long continuance in office, and who, through disre­
gard for the demands of the people generally. had cHused an 
unrest and resentment on the part of the people wllich resulted 
in defeat for the Republican fore s at the polls in the recent 
election. Be might have gone further, indeed, and said that the 
same arrogant disposition of the men at the head of affa irs in 
this Nation was supported by a silent and unseen influence 
which held in its greedy fingers the reins governing political 
and legislative action. 

It was this silent influence whlch, in some localities in this 
country, exploited men. women. and children in certain indus­
trial centers thnt other men and combinations of men might 
reap unearned and dishonest riches. 

It was this silent influence that brought about a condition 
where one man of vast wealth diSJ·egarded the demands of the 
Congress of the United States and refused to appear before its 
committee. 

The gentleman from Mas chusetts, in glowin"' terms ot 
praise. referred to the gentlem· n from New York a the master 
American mind in the ~cience of tariff, and probobly rightly so, 
and then proceeded to explain that this man in whom the 
country had much confidence \vas outvoted in the Wc.1ys and 
Means Committee and forced to gil-e his name to a bill that he 
did not wish to father, but which be fina lty accepted and., out 
of deference to his confreres "complained not." 

The condusi-0n is that the arrogant mind of powerful forc:es 
ove1Tode the judgment of the tariff expert, resulting in dissirm­
tion and ruin to the Republican Party. 

I take it, sir, thnt the other sicle of the House will agTee with 
the remarks of the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
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The gentlemen on the Democratic side of the House, dem­

onstrated by the speech of tbe gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
are still of the opinion that the tariff problem is a local prop­
osition. 

In the district in which be resides he finds it convenient to 
place the raw material on the free list and a duty on the 
finished product, inconsistent with the conclusion that in the 
We t the raw material should be taxed and the finished 
product free. Iron ore to the Bethlehem Steel Co. free; their 
finished product taxed. Wheat and cattle to the western miller 
and butcher taxed, but flour and dressed beef free. 

The gentlemen on the Democratic side of the House have 
frequently referred to the Progressive forces, here represented. 
as misled enthusiasts, following the lead of one man. '.rhe 
Progressive forces are aware that in the recent campaign their 
party was beaded by a man who is the greatest. constructive 
genius produced by this or any other country in this generation. 
The Progressive forces are graced by the men who are recog­
nized leaders in the thought and action of American life. 

American history, speaking from its thousands of pages, 
proclaims that the potential force back of every great move­
ment is not the councils or assemblies of men, but the earnest 
purpose and dynamic force within the heai-t and mind of one 
or a few men. · 

But, Mr. Chairman, limited time demands consideration of 
the tariff relative to the shingle industry. 

In considering the effect of the tariff bill now presented by 
the Ways and Means Committee on the red~edar shingle in­
dustry I submit that while the red-cedar shingle industry is a 
comparatively small factor in the commerce of the United 
States, it is an industry that means much to the people of the 
State of Washington, and particularly that portion of the State 
lying on the Pacific coast west of the Cascade .Mountains. About 
68 per cent of the entire quantity of shingles manufactured in 
the United States are manufactured in this territory, and 
within the next few years the shingle industry of the United 
States will be pretty largely confined to the Pacific coast, since 
the white cedar of the Central . States and the cypress of the 
Southern States is being manufactured into lumber products 
bringing greater returns to the operators. There are 410 
shingle mills operated in the State of Washington, having a 
yearly capacity of 45,000 carloads. You note that I use the 
word " capacity " and do not mean the output. These mills 
employ about 15.000 men, over 99 per cent of whom are white 
men eligible tQ citizenship in the United States. 

The shingle industry is one of the largest industrial factors in 
western Washington. When the shingle mills are running and 
employees are kept in steady employment the merchants have no 
occas~on to complain of poor conditions. But when the shingle 
mi1ls of western Washington are closed down the effect is imme­
diately felt by practically every commercial Jine in the State. 
Taking up the features of the independent shingle mill-that is, 
the mill that is not combined with the lumber-producing mill-the 
great bulk of raw material used in the manufacture of shingles 
1s composed of short, broken, and refuse cedar. As a matter of 
fact, many of the mills to-day through the country, built at a 
cost of a few thousand dollars-and there are many of them­
are a large factor in helping to develop logged-off lands of west­
ern Washington. The man who owns a few acres of logged-off 
land and wishes to develop it finds it to bis advantage to have 
a market for his picked-up shingle timber in a local mill, for 
be not only spends his time in converting this rough stuff into 
shingle bolts, but at the same time finds that the stumpage price 
he gets for this material gives him a very good day's wage in 
connection with bis labor, for realizing $1 a cord stumpage, 
together with $1.50 for labor involved in cutting a cord of 
shingle bolts, he finds that he can earn better wages than be 
could get from day labor working in an industrial center and 
away from his family. And further, every stick of broken and 
refuse timber that is taken by this method from his Jand helps 
to improve the land and put it in a condition where it is less 
expensive to clear for dairying and agricultural purposes. 

The majority of shingle mills in western Washington are mills 
that take this kind of material. Under the present law we 
have a 50 cents per thousand duty on shingles. Previous to the 
Payne-Aldrich bill we had a duty of 30. cents per thousand. 
At the bearings before the committee it was proved to the satis­
faction of the members that 30 cents was not a sufficiently 
high duty to put the Washington manufacturer on a working 
basis with the British Columbia manufacturer. 

The labor conditions in the shingle mills of western Wash­
ington are as wholesome and as satisfactory as are to be found 
in probably any industry in the country, and the a\'erage shingle 
weaver is an expert in bis line, giving the best possible serv­
iec and demanding a high scale of wage. They demand and 

receive a high scale of wage, and are entitled to it from the 
expert workman's standpoint. 

The mill:;; while in operation are gem.rally run under hiO'h 
tension and at full capacity, and the shingle weaver who me:ts 
the demands of his occupation realizes that he is in hazardous 
work. 

Out of the 15,000 men employed in the shingle industry in 
the State, there are thousands of men whose hands bear evi· 
?ence that they are employed in a hazardous industry. There· 
is probably no class of men who have a finer reO'ard for tlleir 
responsibility to the men who employ them than the emplovees 
in the shingle industry. · 

'.fhe amount of money involved in the raw material in a 
thousand shingles is about 20 cents. Putting shingles on the 
free list is not only cutting out the entire value of the raw 
material, but takes 30 cents off of the labor involrnd in the 
production of a thousand shingles. So this bill presents the 
fact that it is neither the intention of those who have framed 
the bill to i;nake an allowance for the raw material or .to give 
any protection to the men employed in the labor of producine1 
shingles. 

0 

I have previously stated that the capacity of the shingle mills 
in western Washington is about 45,000 carloads per annum. I 
will say here that the output of shingles is very much !esg than 
that amount, because of the fact that on an average the shingle 
mills of Washington are shut down several months each year, 
due to an overproduction of shingles in the United States. 
With that condition obtaining in our own country there is cer­
tainly no demand for the importation of shingles from a foreign 
country. There is probably no manufacturing line that makes a 
stronge1· demand for economy of management than the shingle­
manufacturing industry, due to the ups and downs and irregu­
larities of the shingle market. 

If a shingle operator could make 20 cents a thousand it would 
be considered a splendid return for the money invested in his 
plant Looking at the matter from this angle, if we would al low 
20 cents as the average for raw material and 20 cents for the 
manufacturers' profit, it would mean that $1.50 to $1.75 would 
go to labor. There are few industries in the United States 
where the product gives such a large per cent to labor, and it 
will appear that the Ways and :Means Committee ba>e over­
looked the necessity of giving proper consideration to this fea­
ture of the shingle industry. 

If this bill becomes a law we find the shingle manufacturers 
of Washington confronted by conditions obtaining in British 
Columbia which wil1 operate greatly to their disadvantage. 
From the best authority I have been able to get the shingle mills 
of British Columbia could produce 50 per cent more shingles 
than they have produced the last two years, and the only rea­
son that the British Columbia mills, with cheap labor and cheap 
raw material, have not run to full capacity is the fact that the 
n per cent duty has kept them out of our territory. It has been 
suggested by those who favor taking the duty off of this product 
that the Canadian milJ operators have already, during the past 
few years, been shipping shingles into the United States. 'IJ:lat 
within itself is an argument showing that labor and stumpage 
conditions over there are such as to give them a great advantage 
over the manufacturers of our own country, and this advantage 
is due to the cheap labor and stumpage of British Columbia. 
British Columbia has all the advantages of natural timber re­
sources to be found in the State of Washington. and greater 
advantages, due to the fact that the shingle manufacturers and 
lumber manufacturers have not operated in that territory for 
any great length of time. For hundreds of miles along the 
coast lines of British Columbia and Vancouver Island are to be 
found fine stands of cedar timber, with the finest kind of trans­
portation facilities, and stumpage on this timber is much less 
than the stumpage on a like quality of timber in the State of 
Washington. 

There is already a large number of mills in British Columbia, 
and with the Underwood tariff bill in effect there is much tim­
ber there to furnish raw material for a large number of addi­
tio.u.al mills. 

Only a small portion of British Columbia timber is exported 
to the United States, and on this that is exported from Crown 
grant lands there is an export duty of from $1 to $3 per thou­
sand feet. In addition to this, there is a transportation ex­
pense and towage amounting to about $1 a thonsand feet for 
bringing these logs from Vancouver to the Puget Sound mills. 
The logger in British Columbia handling cedar logs would pre­
fer to sell his logs in Vancouver on the British Columbia sids 
at a price of from $2 to $4 per thousand less than he would 
sell the same quality of logs to the American mill operator and 
assume the risk of ti:ansportation. 
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This gfres to tbe Canadian manufacturer an advantage aver­
aging 30 cents a thousand added to the difference in labor, which 
makes the present duty a necessity in order to put the Wash­
ington manufacturer on a par with his British Columbia com­
petitor. 

Se,enty-five per cent of the labor employed in the mills of 
British Columbia at the present time is oriental, Chinese, 
Hindu, and Japunese labor. who e methods of living would not 

• appeal to the average white laborer. Their wages are very 
much less than the employees in the American mills, and the 
wage earner of Washington is not now and never will be in a 
fra me of mind to accept wages on a par with the oriental. 

The cheap-labor factor involved in this matter has been thor­
oughly presented to the Ways and Means Committee in former 
in>estigations of this industry, but I again call the attention of 
the Members of the House to some of the details. It will be 
conceded that the nathes of India, the Hindu, are British sub­
jects and have a right, under the laws of Great Britain-, to 
enter the Dominion of Canada, providing they can pass the 
proper medical examination and have in their possession suffi­
cient money at the time of entering to insure them a competency 
until they have had reasonable time to obtain employment. 
Twenty-fiYe dollars has been fixed by the officials of British 
Columbia as a sufficient amount to pass an Asiatic immigrant 
into the Province. The Chinese are permitted to enter into and 
work in Brttish Columbia upon a bead tax of $500 in each case, 
after having successfully passed the medical examination. From 
an economic stand.point it costs $500 to introduce a Chinese 
workmnn to employment in British Columbia, and that amount, 
borrowed at 7 per cent. is equivalent to about 12 cents per 
working day. WhiJe $500 per capita might seem to be a barrier 
to the enhJ1 of thesa people, it does not operate to keep the 
Chinese out, for in less than three years, 1907 to 1909, 8,000 
Chinamen entered Vancournr, British Columbia. 

Under the terms of the treaty of Japan and Great Britain, 
ratified by the Gornrnment of the Dominion of Canada, Japa­
nese subjects have the right to freely enter British Columbia 
for the purpose of employment It has been suggested that 
there is an official understanding whereby only 500 _ Japanese 
per annum are to be giY"en passports entitling them to work 
in the Dominion of Canada. This, or a similar agreement, has 
been in effect for a number of years prior to 1907, and yet since 
that time many thousands of Japanese have immigrated into 
British Col urubia, so that at the ·present time about 80 per cent 
of the labor employed in these mills is oriental, receiving a 
much less wage than is paid the American workman-in fact, 
a wage that any self-respecting American workman would re­
fuse to accept. 

These are the relative conditioru; obtaining in Washington 
and British Columbia at the present time; but if the Underwood 
bilJ becomes a law it is very probable that conditions will be 
gre:ltly altered in the State of Wa~hington as well as in British 
Columbia; for thert' are many men now engaged in the manu­
facture of shingles in the State of Washington who, under the 

· ad\iantages offered in British Columbia in cheaper timber and 
cheaper labor, would be forced to retire from business. and 
naturally they :would look for locations in British Columbia, 
which would result in building up the shingle industry in Brit­
ish Columbia to the detriment of that industry in the State of 
"\Vashlngton. As a matter of fact, a number of Americans have 
alTeady purchased tracts of timber in British Columbia, thus 
fortifying themselves in the event that shingles are placed on 
the free list. One shingle operator, who is now employing 130 
men in the State of Was.hington, and who is known as one of 
the oldest and most sabstanti.aJ shingle operators in the State. 
personally stated that if the duty was removed from shingles 
that he wouJd immediately proceed to the erection of a mill in 
British Columbia, where be would manufacture a tract of 
timber that he recently purchased. His argument was that the 
Canadian railroads gave 5 cents a hundred pounds better rate 
to eastern markets than the American rates, which means the 
benefit of 8 to 10 cents per thousand. He further stated that 
the fact that the bolt camp men of British Columbia were re­
ceiving less money for their labor was one of the factors that 
made him decide on this change of location. 

Further, he took the position that B1itish Columbia, with her 
unlimited shore line, bestudded with the best quality of cedar, and 
accessible ocean shipping facilities. offered an excellent opportu­
nity to the enterprising shingle manufacturer when the Panama 
Canal opens. In foreign ships, with cheaper freight rates than 
the American, he could. and would, ship his shingles to all 
Pacific and Atlantic coast cities, with all the advantages of the 
open market. Hence it would seem that the anticipated im­
provement in the shingle industry of the Washlngton mills 

caused by the opening of the Panama Canal may not mate­
rialize, and our manufacturers will find the competition above 
ref erred to. 

The shingle industry is a distinct industry from the lumber 
industry. A man of comparatively small cmpital can engnge in 
the shingle industry and use his capital in connection with his 
own labor, and in that way get a good living wage; while the 
combination lumber and shingle mill takes much capital and, 
a.s a matter of fact, those plants are in "the hands of men of 
large means. Many of these lumber manufacturers have large 
tracts of timber land on the Canadian side, and they offer no 
opposition to free lumber and shingles. They are in a pos!tion 
where it will do them little injury, but the man with just suf­
ficient means. to engage in the shingle industry will be forced to 
stand the brunt of this free-trade experience. While it may 
seem to those having the making of tills bill in :..and that the 
shingle industry is an item of :.. .::tall importance in the general 
industrial field, yet it would seem that 15,000 workmen, support­
ing from 50,000 to 75.000 people, is an item worth while and 
worthy of the consideration of th.! men who have the affairs 
of this Govern: ent in hand. 

From the standpoint of conservation there may be some aI'QI­
ment why lumber should be put on the free list, but there is 
certainly no argument advocating free shingles that can be 
sustained. In the early :iistory of the lumber and shingle in­
dustry in the State of Washington, the finest quality of cedar 
was manufactured into shingles, as is practically the case now 
in oritish Columbia, but of late years the logged-off lands from 
v.bich the timber °'" as cut years ago and from .vi.Jc·- the No. 1 
timber was removed, to-day furnishes the raw material for the 
shin3"le mill. A fe·,: years .iv:o thi same materia 1 was rolled 
into heaps and burned in the process of IanO. clearing. And, 
further, the refuse from the lumber mills which was discard-...<) 
to the slab pile and the refuse burner is to-day manufactured 
into shingles, a by-product of the lamber business, thus at the 
pre~nt time making use of material that under less favorable 
conditions was necessarily wasted. A practical millman knows 
that it costs more to manuf~cture shin;;les from second and third 
grade material than it does from No. 1 material, and with the 
duty removed from shingles it is a ruestion whether or not much 
of this material will not again be destroyed rather than com­
pete with mills on the other side of the line that are cutting 
better grade m::terial. There does not Se£._l to be a sin~le good 
reason why shingles should be put on the free list, and it ap. 
pears to one who is familiar with the business that the Ways 
and Mean;:; Committee has overlooked the sigaiftcance of the 
shingle industry. 

You are removing the duty on shingles, bringing the American 
manufacturer into compedtion with the shingle manufacturer 
of British Columbia. Your action is entirely to the adv;tntage 
of the foreign manufacturer, and you are asking and receiving 
nothing in return. You propose to put shingles on the free list, 
but on practically everything that the shingle manufacturer 
buys in the equipment and operation of his plant is a heavy 
duty. 

Schedule C of the Underwood bill provides: 
SCHEDULE C.-Metals, and manufactures of. 

Per cent 
ad valorcm. 

Earthenware, crockery, dishes____________________________ 40 Boiler iron_ ______________________________________________ 15 

Bands---------------------------------------------------- 12 
Bands coated with zinc or tln------------------------------- 20 Mill sha.fting ________________________________ , __ '.________ 10 

Nails---------------------..... ------------------------------- 10 
Wire rope------------------------------------------------- 30 
Anvils-------------------------------~--------------~ 15 
Blacksmith's hammers, wedges, tools--------------------------- 10 
Bolts, butts, washers---------------------------------------- 15 
Spiral nut locks and lock washers--------------------------- 35 
Cast-iron pipe------------------------------------------- l 2 
Chains-------------,------------------------------------- 20 Cutlery____________________________________________________ 25 
Files and rasps---------------------------------------------- 25 
Rivets, studs, or steel points-------------------------------- 20 
Crosscut and mill saws------------------------------------- 12 
Wood screws--------------------------------------------- 25 
Locomotive wheels------------------------------------------- 25 
Steam engines and locomotives------------------------------ 15 

Foodstuffs that furnish his bolt and logging camps, in the 
main, are heavily taxed : 

SCHEDULE G.-A.gricultural products and provisions. 
Cattle, 10 per cent ad vaJorem. 
Horses and mules valued at $200 or less, $15 per bead. 
Horses and mules valued at more than $200, 10 per cent ad valorem. 
Sheep, 10 per cent ad valorem. 
Barley, 15 cents per bushel of 48 pounds. 
Barley, pearled. bulled, or patent, 1 cent per pound. 
Macaroni, l cent per pound. 
Oats, 10 cents per bushel o! 32 pound'3, 
Rice, cleaned, 1 cent per pound. 
When.t, 10 cents per bushel. 

/ 



1913. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 453 
Biscuits and bread, 25 per cent ad valorem. 
Butter and butter substitutes. 3 cents per pound. 
Cheese and substitutes. 20 per cent ad valorem. 
Beans, 25 cents per bushel or 60 pounds. 
Eggs, 2 cents per dozen. 
Hay, $2 pe1· ton. 
Peas, green or dried, in bulkJ 15 cents per bushel of 60 pounds. 
Split peas, 25 cents per busnel of 60 pounds. 
Straw, 50 cents per ton. 
Ve~etables, not heretofore mentioned, 15 per cent ad valorem. 
Dried fruits and berries, 1 cent per pound. 

SCHEDULE N.-Sundries. 
Harness, 20 per cent ad valorem. 
Your economics are based on a strange principle, giving 

e•erything to the foreigner and receiving nothing in retm·n. It 
would appear more reasonable to at least keep the duty on 
American forest products until snch time as the Domiillon of 
C:rnada removes her export duty, for it would be possible 
to get logs from British Columbia and from the Dominion of 
C:mnda to furnish the raw material for our mills; then we 
could still continue to operate our mills on this side of the line, 
:rnd by so doing not only give employment to men now located 
in their respectirn localities, but give the mill owner an oppor­
tunity to receive the benefit of the money already im·ested in 
!Hill construction in our country. In this connection I quote 
from u letter recei \'ed to-day : 

lf vou want to put the hundreds of little shingle mills that give em­
plovn:ient to thousands out of business take tbe tariff off of shingles. 
It ls absolutely a question o! living with us that we should be pro­
te('ted and for at least 50 cents a thousand. We use timber that 
would. be a complete waste were it not for this industry. 

ROCKPORT l\1ILL CO., 
By GEO. c. LEMCKE, President. 

This is characteristic of letters written by many operators, 
including P. S. Mendal, . Custer, Wash.; M. W. Parish, Custer, 
Wash. ; Kanaskat Lumber & Shingle Co., Tacoma, Wash.: New­
comb & :McDaniels Shingle Co., Stanwood, Wash.; Douglas 
Fir Sales Co., Portland, Oreg.; Alex Polson, Hoquiam, Wash.; 
Arn1cortcs Chamber of Commerce, Anacortes, Wash.; Rucker 
Bros., l!.""verett, Wash.; High Point Mill Co., High Point, Wash.; 
I3ertrain Shingle Co., Lynden, Wash.; Henry Carstens, Seattle; 
John MC:X!asters Sbiugle Co., Seattle; Index-Galena Co., Index, 
Wu sh.: Buckeye Lumber Co., Seattle; Shingle Manufacturers' 
As •. ocifltion {repr~senting 175 mills), Seattle; Pacific Coast 
Shippf'r · Association. Seattle; Woods Creek Mill Co .• Monroe. 
Wnsh.; C. A. Blackman & C8., Everett, Wash.; Wilcox Shingle 
Co. , Aberdeen, Wash.; Grays Harbor Shingle Co., Aberdeen, 
Wash.; East Hoquiam Shing1e Co., Aberdeen, Wash.; Aberdeen 
Lumber & Shingle Co., Aberdeen, Wash.; Northwestern Lum­
ber Co., Hoquiam, Wash.; Clough-Hartley Co., Everett, Wasb.; 
Hoquiam Commercial Club, Hoquiam, Wash.; Cooperative 
Shingle Co., Bothell, Wash.; Everett Commercial Club, Everett, 
Wnsh.; Edmonds l\Iill Co., Edmonds, Wash.; Crown Lumber 
Co. , :Mukilteo, Wash.; A B C Shingle Co., Edmond!':l, Wash.; 
A C Mill Co., Edmonds, Wash.: Union Shingle Co .. Edmonds, 
Wash. ; Wasl'er~Iowatt Shingle Co., Edmonds, Wash.; Seattle 
Chnrnber of Commerce. Seattle; Seattle Commercial Club, 
Sc:itt1e; Co:its Shingle Co.; Consolidated Lumber & Shingle 
Co., Bellingham, \Vash.; the Atlas Lumber Co., Seattle; the 
Reliance Co., Seattle, Wash. 

In conclusion I submit a copy of resolutions adopted by the 
Internationa l Shingle Weavers' Union of America, in conven­
tion at Olympia, Wash., January 4, 5, and 6, 1009: 
Whereas during the past 10 years th ere bas been a tariff of 30 cents per 

thousand on shingles imported by the United States; 
Whereas during all this time tbe imports of Canadian shingles into 

the United Stntes have steadily increased, have doubled in the last 
few years, and in tlle years 1007 and 1908 reached the large total 
of 8,!lO!> carloads, through which the wage loss to the white work­
men in the Washington shingle industry amounted to approximately 
$1 ,000.000, or practically $40.000 per month ; 

Whereas the shingle manufacturers in British Columbia are able to 
intllct this enormous loss on the wage earners in the Washington 
shingle industi-y through the employment of Asiatics, who compose 
80 per cent of the working forces in the British Columbia shingle 
mill::i, and who accept a very much lower wage compensation and a 
1;-ery much lower standard of living than can the all-white labor 01' 
the Wa::ibington shingle industry; 

Whereas the white wageworkers in the Washington shingle industry 
bave better and hi~her conceptions of the industrial, social, hygienic, 
and mcral well-being and, r ealizing the ideals of their race and 
Nation, have trained themselves to conform to a standard of living 
in accordruice with American ideas of American civilization ; 

Whereas the increasing imports by the United States or Asiatic-made 
shingles of British Columbia constitute a menace to American 
institutions by driving white workmen out of the Washington shingle 
mills, depriving these workmen of the means to maintain themselves 
nnd families, thus lessening the amount of money available to 
farmers, merchants, and otber business men in tbe United States; 

Whereas the wage earners in tbe Washington shingle mills have been 
enforcedly idle nearly 12 months du1ing the past 24 months; 

Whereas they are, to a great extent, engaged in producing shingles 
from fallen, fire-blu.ckened, and other cedar that would be otherwise 
wasted and be a dead loss to the State and to tbc Nation; 

Whel'eas the first consideration 01' the United States Government should 
be the wclfare of its own citizens ; and 

Whereas it is understood that some misinformed people now advocate 
the reduction of the presen t tariff of 30 cents per thousand, which is 
even now an inadequate protection against As-iatlc shlngtes made in 
British Columbia; wherefore, for these reasons- we respectfully and 
firmly protest against :my reduction of the present tariff, and we do 
earnestJy and strongly ru·ge all legislatures to save the Industry and 
to protect our ne..::essary wage interes t by fixing an adequate pro­
tective tariff against Asiatic·made shingles, 11 tarur of preferably 
50 cents per thousand: 
Voted, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to each member of 

the Washington State Legislature, with the request that they memo­
rialize Congress to grant tile Washington shingle indllBtry an adequate 
protect! ve tariff of preferably 50 cents per thousand ; 

Voted, That the ·ways and Means Committee of the House of Repre­
sentatives and United States Congressmen from shingle-manufacturing 
districts covered by the International Shingle Weavers' Union o! 
America be furnished with copies of these geneml resolutions. 

J. C. IlROWN, 
President International Shingle Weavers' Union of Amm·ica. 

Mr. UI\"'DllJRWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. RUSSELL), 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Rus­
SELL] is recognized. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

l\Ir. RUSSELL. l\Ir. Chairman, I was very deeply interested 
in the :idd1·ess of my standpat friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. · 
Moo.RE]. It wa s to me a new performance. I have heard that 
on some former occasion some Member of the House procured 
another Member to ask him questions in order to emphasize his 
speech, but this is the first time I have ever observed that a 
Member of the House was driven to the necessity of obtaining 
the services of the reading clerk to ask him questions in order 
to emphasize his speech. After all, it may be a convenient prac­
tice, because it seems to me that a man can better answer 
questions that he himself writes than he could answer ques­
tions asked by ~ome one on the outside. [Laughter and applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

I am glad, however, to see my Republican friend g in part­
nership with a Democratic reading clerk for any purpose. 
[Laughter.] There is but one objection I can find to that per­
formance, and that is that, as the boys back 1n my district 
would say, I do not think be " toted fair." I believe he ought 
to have " swapped work" with the reading clerk and permitted 
him to answer some questions. Knowing the reading clerk ( H. 
Martin Williams], as I d<>, I beliern if he had done that the 
speech would have been a much better speech. [Laughter on 
the Democratic side.] 

I have not made any arrangements with anyone to ask me 
questione, and I presume that there will be none propoanded, 
so I will content myself with making my own speech unaided. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize, as everyone must realize, that the 
Democratic Party is to-day on trial before the American people 
as judges, nnd for the present that party must stand or fall by 
the verdict rendered. 

This bill was prepared by a Democratic committee, revised 
and approved by a Democratic caucus, will be p3ssed by a Dem­
ocratic Congress, and signed by a Democratic President. It is 
an honest and a consistent effort of the Democratic Representa· 
tives to fulfill the party's pledges made to the people in the plat­
form upon \vhich a Democratic President and this Democratic 
House were elected. Personally I did not favor t ome of the 
rates fixed, but I believe it is a good bill as a whole. and that it 
will be beneficial to the country at large. It is a. pa rty measure, 
and as a Democrat I shall yote for it, and am willing to polit­
ically sink or swim, survive or perish, as the fortunes of my 
party shall decree. 

There is no question but that a great majority ot the people 
of this country hav0 come to realize that the tariff tuxes now 
imposed, especially upon the necessaries of life! are too high, 
nnd that the burdens now borne by the consnmmg masses are 
too great. All poHticnl parties admit that fact, and all of them 
have promised to give reHef. 

TLe Republican Party in its platform of 1908, in response to a 
growing demand, e•en 1n its own ranks, promised, if successful 
in that contest, a speedy revision of the tariff. True, the words 
of the platform wen not clear as to the character of the prom­
ised revision, but Mr. Taft, the candidate for the Presidency 
upon that platform and the authoritative spokesman of his 
party, consh·ued this declaration to mean a substantial down­
ward revision. No intelligent man ever believed that the 
leaders of the Republican Party intended to h:.i-.-e the voters of 
the country believe that an upward revision was contemplated. 

President Taft, after his election, in good faith, as I believe, 
called Congress together in extraordinary session to carry out 
the promises of his puny. That Congress did pass the so­
called Payne-Aldrich law, but instead of revising the tariff 
downward they made the monumental mistake of revising it 
upward, thereby violating the promises its platform and its 



454 CONGRESSIONA·L RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 25, 

leaders bad made to the country, decei"·dng tbe voters, and be- Corn and hogs are not imported into this country now and 
traying the people who trusted them. can not be profitably imported and sold here in competition with 

In my opinion, if the Republicans in the Sixty-first Congress the home producers. No protection upon them is necessary, and 
had been true to the people and faithful to their promises, Mr. e"\"en if a tariff should be imposed it would be without effect. 
Taft would have had no opposition in his own party for re- Potatoes are not grown to any great extent in my district; only 
nomination, and would have been reelected and in the White about 100,000 bushels are produced annually, which is not 
House to-day. enough to supply the demand for home consumption: The price 

'l'he Democratic Party has for many years contended that the will probably not be materially affected in Missouri; but even 
tariff taxes were too high, especially upon the necessaries of if reduced, it will be to my constituents as a whole not an in­
life, and promised in its platform of last year that, if successful, jury but a benefit. 
they would favor a prompt revision and a reduction of import Meat is placed upon the free list, but the farmers and stock 
duties, and thereby lessen the burdens of the toiling masses. raisers of my district do not sell meat but do sell the live stock. 
In obedience to that well-known party principle, and in fulfillment The price of meat in recent years has been relatively too high 
of our promises made to the people in that campaign, we are as compared with .the price of cattle and hogs by reason of the 
here in extraordinary session, called by President Wilson, to packers in the United States being in a combination and the 
redeem our pledges. We should be, and we will be, true to our prices fixed and controlled by the Beef Trust. It is hoped and 
constituencies and true to the promises we made to them. belie•ed that by placing meat upon the free list that it will give 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] some relief to the people of the country, who have been com-

It has always been, and now is, a difficult problem to revise pelled to pay exorbitant prices in the past, without any refer­
and to rearrange the tariff duties upon the 4,000 articles em- ence to the price paid to the stock raiser for his cattle and with­
braced within a general tariff law, as each section and each out any benefit resulting to him. 
district represented in this House is anxious to be fairly and A tax of 10 per cent ad valorem is placed upon cattle, which 
justly treated in the reductions made. Of course all Democrats will be a fair protection to the stock raisers of my district and 
agree, as I do, to the time-honored principle of our party, that the entire country against competition from .Canada, Mexico, or 
all tariff taxes· should be levied for revenue only, and not for any of the other foreign countries. ) 
protection. When the reciprocity bill was considered two years ago I 

Speaking for myself, I may say that r believe that this Gov- made a speech in which I gave as my opinion that even with 
ermuent has no right, and ought not to be permitted under the free trade Canada could not produce wheat, pay the freight to 
Constitution, to use the taxing power for any other purpose than our markets, and sell in competition with our farmers. I be­
that of raising revenue to pay the necessary expenses of the lieved this statement to be true at that time, and I believe it 
Go,·ernment, and I dare say the framers of the organic law to be true to-day. But this bill does not place wheat upon the 
ne\er intended that it should be used for any other purpose. free list, but imposes a duty of 10 cents per bushel upon all 
'rllis position is and has long been a cardinal doctrine of the importations, and certainly no well-informed man will claim 
Democratic faith. Still. we know that a tax levied, even for that with a tax of 10 cents per bushel upon wheat that the farm­
rerenue only, when placed upon articles from foreign countries ers of Canada or of any other nation on earth can pay that tax 
tllnt are imported, and that come into competition with similar for the privilege of bringing their wheat into thilS country, and 
articles produced here necessarily carries some incidental pro- pay freight charges in addition, and compete with the wheat 

· d. producers in any section of this country, and especially in, an 
tertion, and, naturally, every section desires, in the rea Just- interior State like Missouri, so far from the Canadian border. 
rnent of rates of duty, to get its fair share of the incidental 

. benefits that must follow the imposition of taxes upon competi- The tax of 10 cents per bushel carried in this bill is ju t as 
tiie articles from abroad. This bill, I believe, to be, as a whole, \ much protection to the farmers of Missouri as the present rate 

of 25 cents per bushel would be . • 
~·e~so~able and fair .and one that will do but little, if. any, There is no industry in the district that I represent that will, 
lllJU .tree to any section of the country, but one t~at will be in my opinion, be perceptibly affected by the enactment of this 
of. ~reat ?e?efit to the countr:v- at large, .and especia~ly to ~e bill, but even if, as a result of its euactment, a slight reduction 
toilmg millions, whose only mves~ment is the la~or of their I should follow in the prices of some of our products-including 
ha,i~d~ an_d ~ho must buy all of their ~?od ai;id clothmg. lumber, corn, wheat, cattle, meat, and potatoes-the answer is, 

Ih~s b1l~ is not as I would haY~ wnt~en it, and do.ub~less no there are many more people, even in that district, who buy and 
man m ~his House would have written it exac~ly as it is. The consume lumber, bread, meat, and potatoes than there are who 
able chmrman of the Ways a1:1d. Means Committee, Mr. U~DER- produce them, and the producers of these products will not 
:voon, has ~rankly stated that it is not as he woul_d have ~1tten lament the fact if the toiling masses should get some relief 
it, ~ut I thm.k that we w~o are Democrats recogmze that m pr&- against the present high cost of living. But even if there should 
parmg the ~111. the comm1t~ee has made an honest effort to carry prove to be some reduction in the price of some of the products 
out the prmciple for which: our party ·stands, and an hone};t mentioned, there will be a corresponding benefit to the pro­
en~ea vor to fulfi~l our promises to the people. dm:ers of these commodities in the reduced price of things that 

'Ihe Demo~ratic P.arty has always ~avored lower taxes upon they must buy that will more than offset any loss sustained. 
the necessanes of life that are. reqwred for the c?mfort, the This bill places upon the free list and will, we believe, reduce 
welfare, and the pleasure of the mmates of our American homes, the price of all farm implements salt suO'ar boots shoes and 
and ha\e ~onten~ed that the highest taxes should be placed upon qlothing that the farmers buy, vJhich 'I b~lie~e wili more' than 
the Juxunes of llfe to be borne by the wealthy, who are better compensate them for any reduction in the prices of the com­
a~le to bear _them . . That principle has been followed in this ~ modi.ties that they produce. · 
bill and I believe will be approved by the country. V The income-tax feature of this bill is one that has been advo-

I understand that ther~ has been. some. alarm felt and ex- cated by the Democratic Party for many years, is approved by 
pressed beca~se of reduct10ns of tariff .duti~s upon some farm the country, and is generally concecled to be equitable and just 
products which are largely produced m Missouri and in the We are sometimes told that no punishment should be inflicted 
dish·ict that I represent, and I desire to speak briefly of some upon a man for his thrift. This law is not proposed as a 
of the provisions of the bill, especially from the newpoint of my punishment, but for the purpose of equitably distributing the 
constituents. burdens of taxation. 
T~e people of that district .are ~s intellig~nt, industrio~s, and I have a profound admiration tor a man who by his inc.lustry, 

patr10b<: as any to be found m this Repu~llc, and as then· Rep- his intelligence, and his management honestly accumulates 
re~nta~ive I shall ~ry to now. and at all times look. at proposed great wealth, but I have a genuine sympathy for the more 
legislation from their standpomt, as well as to consider the gen- unfortunate man, who is often as honest and industrious as his 
eral goo~ of the whole country. prosperous brother, but who, without his fault, by mismanage-

Lnmber, corn! meat, hogs, and .potatoes are by this bill placed ment or otherwise, has utterly failed in a financial way, · and 
upon the free llst, but I am convmced that no country can pro- who is not only poor and homeless but compelled to toil for his 
~uce ~Y of these, _pay the f~·~ight, ~nd sell them in any market daily bread. 
m which we ~e.11 Ill compet~t10n with us. We export more of Paying taxes is not a delightful exercise at best, and no man 
these commodities than we import, and so long as we are larg~ really enjoys that performance. Some writer of doggerel Ycrse 
exporters of these products the home producer need have lilt.le has said: 
fear of injurious competition from abroad. No one gets all he wants, 

The lumber interests in my district are fast disappearing, as 
our forests ha\e been mostly denuded and timber is rapidly dis-
appearing; but even if this bill should cheapen the price the 
home builder, the home owner, and .the farmers who must buy 
lumber and building materials far outnumber those who manu­
facture and sell. 

And none gets what he axes; 
But if he did he'd want the earth 

And· then growl about the taxes. 

I once heard a very important lawsuit argued in the supreme 
court of ,my State. The purpose ·of the suit was to break the will 
of a testator upon the ground of his mental incapacity to make 
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it. As evidence to sustain this eontention it was shown that 
he in his lifetime used every art known in his day to dodge the 
payment of taxes. Such a judicial finding as that would reflect 
seriously upon the sanity of many of our wealthy men and 
so-called captains of finance of this age of the world . . 

Tax.es are a burden that must be borne by the public in some 
way. The theory of paying tuxes is that we pay for the pro­
tection to life and property furnished and guaranteed by the 
law. Therefore the more property we have to protect the more 
benefit we get from the law and the more taxes we should pny. 
This principle is recognized and followed in school districts, 
cities. counties, and States. In all of these smalle1· subdivisions 
of government we pay taxes in proportion to the assessed valne 
of our property; but under the present system no man pnys 
taxes upon his wealth, his lands, his bonds, or his income for 
the support of the Government, bnt all taxes for that purpose 
ham been paid by the consumers of the country when they pur­
chased the taxed articles. We have paid taxes, not upon what 
we had, not according to the benefits received, not according 
to our ability to pay, but the wealthy have paid taxes accord­
ing to the amount and value of the taxed goods they elected to 
buy, and the poor hn-.e paid taxes according to the value of the 
necessaries of life they were compelled to buy. Bence :ft may 
be logically asserted that the poor man with a large family 
has paid more taxes to support the Government than the 
wealthy man with a small family. 

The Democratic Pfil"ty has long contended that the present 
system of taxation, Standing alone, is neither equitab-le nor just, 
and bas ad>ocated the enactment of an income-tax law. Such a 
law w s passed by Congress during Cleveland's administration, 
but was declared by the Snpreme Comt to be unconstitutional. 
Since that time a constitutional amendment has been submitted 
by CongreBs and ratified by three-fourths of the States authoriz­
ing the enactment of such a law, and now at the first oppor­
tunity offered this Democratic Congress proposes to enact this 
bill to carry out the policy that the Democratic Party has long 
fa'rored and advocated. 

The proposed law exempts $4,000 to every individual or 
family and provides for a tax of 1 per cent upon all incomes 
in excess of $4.000 per annum up to 20,000, with an increasing 
rate of tax upon incomes up to $100,000 per annum, and upon 
incomes in excess of that amount the rate is to be 4 per cent. 

This tax is. to my mind, the fairest tax ever levied against 
mortal man, as it places a small part of the expenses of the 
Government opon the wealth of the country that is best able 
to pay it and who enjoy the greatest benefits under it. Under 
this law it is estimated that $70,000 000 per annum in revenue 
will be realized annually, which will to that extent lessen the 
taxes now being paid upon other commodities and has made it 
possible for this Congress in this ~ill to· reduce the tariff . taxes 
upon the necessaries of life that are now used in every home of 
the land. 

Tllls is a good bill and one that I believe to be for the benefit 
of the whole conntry and especially for the toiling masses. It 
is a Democratic bill prepared by Democratic hands proposing 
to carry out Democratic policies and attempting in good faith 
to fulfill our promises · to our Democratic constituencies. It 
should and will be promptly passed by this Democratic House. 
[LOud applause on the Democratic side.] 

1\lr. BELVERING. Mr. Chail'man, at the outset I wish to 
·congratulate the Ways and 1\leans Committee and the Demo­
c1·atic Party that we have before us a measure which lifts 
some of the burdens off of the shoulders of the masses and lets 
the wealth of the Nation carry a pa1·t of its legitimate load­
a bill which lifts the tax from the breakfast and dinner table 
of the unfortunate poor and places it upon the plethoric income 
of the more fortunate rich. 

And right here I wa.nt to emphasize what is a fact. I am in 
favor of this bill not because I am bound by any . caucus but 
for the reason that in the main it represents the sentiment of 
the people of my State and of my district. My people are de­
pendent upon the products of the soil. Moderate competencies 
are with them the rule. while swollen fortunes are practically 
unknown, and they have ne>er been here knocking upon the 
doors of Congress asking for special favors. For years they 
ha•e been carrying an unjust portion of the burden of taxation 
in that everything they had to buy was purchased in a restricted 
market and at enhanced prices, while everything they had to 
sell was regulated by the prices in the world's market, a.nd I 
am here to use my vote and my voice to the encl that this burden 
shall now be more equitably distributed. 

Last year I went before my people and advocated :free sugu:r; 
also announced my full approval of the terms of the Farmers' 
Free-List Bill passed by the lower House of the Sixty-second 
Congress. I explained why I was for free meats, free SBgar~ 

free farming implements, lumber-, and other products. My posi­
tion was indorsed, and therefore I feel that when my voice is 
raised in favor of this bill I am but voicing the sentiments of 
my people. 

· 1\Iy State raises sugar beets, and we also have a beet-sugar 
factory. But when I learned that sugar was shipped :from Cali­
fornia and Colorado points, the freight rate absorbed by the 
manufacturer and the product sold in the eastern market at a 
price lower than that charged the consumer at the point where 
the sugar was manufactured, it was clear to my mind that an 
unjust tribute was being exacted. Furthermore, wben the testi­
mony was given that the Union Snga.r Co. of California. last 
year paid 100 per cent profit and that on January 6 Colorado 
beet sugar sold in New York for 4.60 and in Denver for 5.20, I 
could not help but feel that the Denver consumer was not get­
ting a fair deal. 

After evidence had been brought out to show that Colorado 
beet sugar had been shipped as fa:r east as Pittsbnrgb, freight 
to the amount of £J cents per hundred paid upon it.. and then 
was sold cheaper than it was sold to the Colorado consumer, 
Mr. F. B. Case, of California, a beet-sugai· manufacttirer, ex­
vlained this process, and his explanation is of such interest that 
I quote it. You will find it on page 2-131 of the Tariff Hear­
ings. Mr. Case said : 

Our surplus product must find its market in some consuming com­
munity. We therefore sbip tbe SU""ar wbieh is not consumed at home 
to the Missouri River, the Mississippi River, Chicago, and n.s tar east 
as Cincinnati and Pittsburgh. To ship our sugar· this long distance re­
quires payment of an exeessive freight rate. Were we not permitted to 
receive more for our sugars at home than we reeeive in Cincinnati and 
Pittsburgh we would go out of business entirely. 

A more indefensible proposition than this was never ad'Vanced. 
The admisfilon that the home consumer, adjacent to the factory, 
has no advantage in the facility with which the product is de-­
livered to him and has to pay more than has the consumer 
2,000 miles away is a frank confession of J}ernicious looting, 
whicb I believe will be made impossible by this new tariff law. 

No one for one moment believes that Colorado or California. 
sugar is sold in the East at a loss. Therefore It inevitably fol­
lows that there is a margin of profit in the freight paid and in 
the difference in price at which the product is sold at home and 
in the East which would provide ample margin for reduction in 
selling price to meet new tariff conditions without affeeting the 
price paid the farmer for his beets. Swollen profits would be 
diminished, but no honest industry would be injured. 

A few months ago there came to my desk a circular issued by 
a banking and brokerage fi1·m of classic Boston, in which a plea 
was made for a .. safe and sane" revision of the ta.riff. It was 
pointed out that wonderful prosperity had followed in the wake 
of the protective policy, and while here and there might be 
rates which needed a slight adjustment, nevertheless it would 
be well to not make any radical reductions-it would be better 
to " let well enough alone." 

Naturally I was interested in learning wh& were the parties 
who did not want to be disturbed, and in turning over the pages 
of the uteratnre sent to me I find that the brokerage firm has 
listed a number of stocks for sale, and the statistics which I pro­
pose to give are those quoted by this firm of bankers and brokers. 

First, let us take the Druper Co .• of Hopedale, Mass., manu­
facturers of cotton machinery. And in passing I would like to 
call the attention of our l\Iassachusetts friend, who so much 
dreads the effect of the new tariff rates, to the fact that even 

· in these prosperous times of Payne-Aldrichism there are serious 
labor troubles at the Draper plant a.t Hopedale, just as there 
were in Lawrence but a short time ago. 

And speaking of the situation at Hopedale, I wnnt to call 
your attention to the fo11owing item from the Washington 
Herald of this morning, which would go to show that tbe- oper­
ator who seeks a part of the benefit of Payne-A.ldriehism re­
ceives bullets as his dole: 

STRIKER KILLED CT FIGHT WITH POLICE. 

HOPEDAIJ.l, MASS!., April u, 1913-. 
Emilo Dacchlocchia, strike picket. was shot and killed to-day during 

a battle between the police and the Industrial Workers of the World 
strikers, a halt mile from the Draper mills. The strikers claimed that 
Daecbioechia was shot by a policeman. The police refused tD discuss 
the shooting. 

The operatives fail to see how any of the blessings of high 
protection find their way into their dinner bucket 

The Draper Co.-
Says the ci?cular-

bas bad a remarkable record. Its dtstrlbntlon during tb~ past :t.:? 
yea1"&-not including a stock dividend of 59 per cent in 1902-hns 
ranged from 8 to 30 per cent. In the 12 years from 1901 to 1912. in· 
elusive, the company has paid a total of 184 per cent per share~ or 
the equivalent of 15.33 per cent per annum~ not including the· 50 per 
cent stock dividend. 
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No wonder they want " safe and sane" revision which will 
not disturb tbeir opportunity to make unjust earnings. 

Next we bave the Queensbury _Mills, of Worcester, Mass., 
manufacturing mohairs, alpaca luster yarn, mohair serges, and 
alpaca linings. The company has only been in business for 13 
years, but, the brokers inform us, the shares of par value of 
$100 have an actual Yalue of $343, and-we again quote 
literally-

'l'be Greenwood Mills, which was taken over by the Queensbury in 
1907, has, since its merger, averaged an annual income of 12 per cent 
on its capitalization. During this same period the average annual net 
earnings of the old Queensbury Mills alone have exceeded by several 
times the dividend requirements of the preferred stock of the new 
corporation. 

Then we have the Bates Manufacturing Co., of Lewiston, l\fe. 
It is capitalized at $1,200,000 and has a surp1us of $2,514,831. 
Annual dividend rate, 10 per cent with occasional extras. Last 
year its net earnings were 33 per cent of the outstanding stock, 
and the average dividend for the last eight years was 18.37 per 
cent. They manufacture quilts, ginghams, damask tablecloths, 
seersuckers, and dress goods. 

The Farr Alpaca Co., of Holyoke, Mass., has paid 24 per cent 
per annum during the last three years. In 1909 it paid 40 per 

1 cent in cash and 100 per cent in stock. 
And while we have all been bombarded in the past few months 

by the makers of hats, who. implored us to keep on a heavy 
duty for protection needed, we find that the John B. Stetson Co. 
is doing quite well. Here is the dividend record: 1902, 17" per 
cent; 1903, 20 per cent; 1904, 20 per cent; 1905, 25 per cent; 
1906, 25 per cent; 1907, 25 per cent; 1908, 50 per cent; 1909; 25 
per cent; lDlO, 50 per cent; 1911, 25 per cent; 1912, 50 per cent. 
An average of 30.2 per cent for the last 11 years, or for every 
dollar originally invested the plant has paid back $3.32 in the 
past 11 years. 

As to the Dartmouth Manufacturing Co., of New Bedford, 
Mass., the broke1·s inform us that. " the dividends for the past 
three years have been 16 per cent per annum. In 1909 the com­
pany paid 13 per cent, together with a stock dividend of 100 
per cent, and in the two preceding years the distribution has 
been 66 per cent for each year." This company makes fine 
cotton goods. 

The Berkshire Cotton l\IanufaCturing Co. ayeraged 20 per cent 
per annum during the past three years. 

The Singer l\Ianufacturing Co., handling over 80 per cent of 
the world's output of sewing machines, is to be affected by the 
new tariff legislation, but it p1;obably will survirn the shock, 
as we find that it has declared two stock di>idends since 1900, 
one of 200 per cent and one of 100 per cent, and the cash divi­
dends range from 7 to 40 per cent. 

It is no wonder that these beneficiaries of an unjust system 
desire to be left alone. 

I remember in one of my reading books in school in the old 
days that there was a poem in regard to a vindictive beggar 
who sat at the roadside and threw a stick or a stone at each 
passer-by who did not contribute to his earnings. When remon­
strated with he assumed an air of injured innocence and asserted 
that " all he asked was to be left alone." So it seems to be 
with these beneficiaries of special privilege. They have swatted 
us right and left for lo, these many years, and now, when it 
l;lappens that we are in a position to demand fair play, they 
assure us that "they are quite content, and all they ask is to 
be left alone." 

And now I want to say a few words to our friencls on the 
other side. If you were one-half as solicitous of the farmer 
when in power as you are wllen out of it, we would have been 
much better off. For 44 years you had the power, and during 
that time what has been done for the farmers whose votes you 
are seeking now? You have seen where the farmers produced 
crops which cost the consumers $13,000,000,000, and yet the 
farmers received but $6,000,000,000 of that amount. It was not 
until the last session of Congress that any effective action was 
taken to remedy tllis condition, and with the coming of the new 
division of marketing we can see a ray of hope. 

Again, you ha>e seen the farmer paying 7, 8, and e>en 10 per 
cent for the money needed to develop his little property wh.ile 
his French competitor paid but 4.3 per cent and the other Con­
tinental farmers _faring equally well, and what have you done 
about it? It remained for us ·to reach this day before a start 
was made to the end that we can establish a system of agri­
cultural credits and secure needed relief. Under a fake system 
of benefits accruing from protection you have occasionally taken 
a few sheets of paper from off of the burden carried by· the 
agricultural interests, and at the same time you .have dumped 
into · the "farmers' _ load a few leaden weights in the form of 
$wollen nrofits to . accrt1e. to the manufacturers on the things 
that the farmers had to buy. 

I have known what it is to farm, ahd ·speaking as the repre­
senta tive of an agricultural district I say to you that what ·we 
want is performance and not promise. We have seen immense 
fortunes built up for the few, but we illtve also seen the many 
toiling in order to secure even a bare lirtng, and while we be­
grudge to ·no one the benefits gained by thrift and ind ush-y. we 
do protest against a system which concentrates these benefits 
instead of distributing them. 

Again, on that side I have heard occasional reference made to 
the "bread lines" and the "soup houses," which are predicted 
by you to result as a consequence of the passage of this legis­
lation. Let ' me tell you, gentlemen, that but once in Kansas 
have I seen the "soup house" and the "bread line," and that 
was on the 19th day of January, 1912, when a Democratic mayor 
of the Republican capital city had to dig down in his jeans to 
pay for food to relieve the hunger of the poor unfortunates who 
had failed to find a full dinner pail under the Payne-Aldrich 
tariff. 

In conclusion I wish to state that I am for this bill because 
I believe it carries out our platform pledges-it is an unques­
tioned revision downward. 

I am for it because it will ultimately lead to lower prices to 
the consumer and cheapen the cost of living. 

I am for it because it will impel our manufacturers to be­
come more efficient and progressive, and will thus open up to us 
the markets of the world. 

And I am for it because it is a real step toward fair trade, 
and with it in operation the doors of opportunity will be thrown 
open to the many while special privilege is curtailed of power 
and is compelled to carry a due share of the national burden 
which it has so long avoided. [Loud applause on the Demo­
cratic side.] 

· l\fr. U:!\TDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas [l\fr. GOODWIN]. 

l\Ir. GOODWIN of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, in. the conclud­
ing chapter of the ninth or last volume of Dr. Ridpath's great 
History. of the World the author, after reviewing the struggles 
and achievements of men and the rise and fall of nations, with 
the poise and justice of the historian, lays at the doorway of 
tlte human race a most terrible indictment, as touching the greed 
and the avarice of man. Says Dr. Ridpath: 

The first and most general truth in history is that men ought to be 
free. If happiness is the end of the human race, then freedom is its 
condition. And this freedom is not to be a kind of half escape from 
thralldom and tyranny, but ample a.nd absolute. The emancipation in 
order to be emancipation at all must be complete. To the historian it 
must ever appear strange that men have been so d.istrustful of this 
central principle in the philosophy of human history. It is an aston­
ishing fact that the major part of the energies of mankind have been 
expended in precisely the opposite way-in the enslavement rather 
than the liberation of the race_ Every generation has sat like a stupid 
image of Buddha on the breast of its own aspirations, and they who 
have struggled to break their own and the fetters of their fellow men 
have been regarded and treated as the common enemies of human peace 
and happiness_ On the contrary, they have been saviors and bene­
factors of whom the world has not been we;rthy. The greatest fallacy 
with which the human intellect bas ever been beguiled is that the 
present-whatever age may be called the present-has conceded to men 
all the freedom which they are fit to enjoy. On the contrary, no age 
has done so. Every age has been a Czar, and every reformer is 
threatened with Siberia. 

Thus we see that the progress, the evolution, and the partial 
liberation of the human race from the bondage and the enslave­
ment of those in authority have been accomplished not by the 
will but over the protest of those who would keep their fellows 
in servitude_ 

Typical of this repression of the ambitions and of the aspira­
tions of men has been the smothering of the people in their 
effort to lift themselves from the slough ·of ignorance to the 
tal11e-lands of ednC'ation and enlightenment, but no ·more so 
than the system of heavy taxation that eyer stifles and thwarts 
them in their upward strivings. 

It will be impossible, Mr. Chairman, within the short time 
allotted to me in this discussion to more than hurriedly review 
the history of American tariff enactments, or to even discuss 
in detail the various schedules of the pending bill. 'rherefore, 
I content myself with reviewing merely isolated contentions of 
t.ariff barons in exacting from the masses of the people the 
.heavy toll imposed upon them and the dire consequenses that 
follow- such exactions upon the individuals who pay the toll, 
as well as arresting the deYelopment of a nation's greatness. 

In all probability it is well within the memory of the young­
est Member upon this floor when the Ilepublican Party claimed 
first that the tariff was not a tax, but when driven to' the wall 
upon this absurd · contention they fina1ly admitted that while 
it was a tax, yet as an excuse for its imposition they said 
>hat the foreigner and not the American paid the tax. 

Now, let us analyze tbe first contention, absurd eYen as that 
is. If the tariff is not a tax, it can nehher benefit the manu­
facturer nor hurt the consumer. Therefore, if no one is affected 
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by the , tax, why_ impose it? Why legislate tariff acts if the 
tariff is not a tax? Why encumber the books with tariff enact­
ments? Why keep a lobby constantly in Washington at great 
expense if the ta.riff is not a tax and no one is to profit thereby? 
. But the high protectionists final1y admitting that the tariff 

is a tax, and asserting that the foreigner pays the tax as n. 
justification for its existence, let us analyze in the second place 
that absurdity. 

Surely, if a tax and the foreigner pays it, this should not 
affect the American consumer, as the foreigner is not only benev­
olent, but becomes a philanthropist and lifts the tax from the 
American consumer nnd pays it, that the American manufac­
turer may thrive and prosper. 

The late James G. Blaine, as I now recall, was one of the 
first high priests of protection to admit that the American con­
sumer paid the tax. Upon his return to the United States 
from Florence, Italy, where he had been. sojourning for sev­
eral months in quest of health, he entered vigorously into the 
presidential campaign of 1888 in behalf of Mr. Harrison, and 
gave utterance to this strange and paradoxical statement: 
That while the tariff was a tax and the American and not the 
foreigner paid. it, yet the tax was so deftly collected that the 
American consumer did not feel it; thus giving ev.idence that 
the Republican Party was not only the greatest aggregation of 
confidence men in the country, but by a system of shoplifting 
ancl legerdemain had become the most successful freebooters 
and kleptomaniacs that ever infested a civilized community. 
(Applause on the Democratic side.] Now, ordinarily, we might 
not advert and give time to sucp an absurd and staggering 
statement as this, were it not for the fact that Mr. Blaine 
at that time and for years had been the most stupendous figure 
and the popular idol of his party. But Jet us analyze eT'en this 
statement, and see if it will bear the light of reason. 

A tax paid by the American, and yet so deftly collected that 
the American could not feel it when paid. How strange ! How 
utterly strange! 

Supp0se that Mr. Blaine, upon leaving his hotel in Italy, had 
on his person $500 in money, which amount was only sufficient 
to liquidate his hotel bill and to buy his passage upon the boat 
to his American home, and yet qefore the payment of his hotel 
bill and the purchase of his ticket, some pickpocket chanced 
along and lifted the purse of the Plumed Knight so deftly that 
this great Republican did not feel it at the time; but I venture 
to assert that when the time came to pay his bill and to buy 
his ticket he would have been short of the wherewithal to meet 
his obligation, whether the pickpocket was either deft or crude 
in filching from him the coin of the realm. 
·. But another great Republican statesman later ga\e utterance 
to a similar and no less anomalous statement. Mr. l\fcKenna, a 
Republican Representative from California, and now a Justice 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, at the first session 
of the Fifty-first Congress, and at page 4992 of the RECORD, 
while discussing the McKinley bill, used this language: 

The importan t thing is not that the tariff is a burden on the individ­
ual. 

And, consistent with all high protectionists, the tariff has 
never been a burden to the individual nor to the poor. Con­
tinuing, Mr. McKenna says : 

It is not a burden on him, not because it is indirect, but because he 
does not feel it, or if so, he feels it as the horse feels his rider, not 
burdened by him, but encouraged by him and animated to swif ter flight 
and to victory in the race. 

This great statesman and jurist, whom we all honor for his 
much learning, says that the important thing a.bout the tariff is 
not that it is a burden upon the unfortunate man who has the 
tax to pay, and affirms that it is not a burden on him not 
because he says it is indirect in its collec;tion, but because the 
Government employs its subtle hands as a kleptomaniac and 
takes the money not openly and fairly and squarely by present­
ing a bill of particulars, nor collects it even as decently as the 
highwayman who lies in ambush in the dark of the night, sand­
bags the wayfarer, and robs him of his purse. 

The Democra tic Party maintains, sir, that no duties levied 
upon importations are warranted by the Constitution, except 
for the purpose of carrying on the functions of government 
economically administered. Mr. Cooley, in his Constitutional 
Limitations, says : 

A tax on imports, the purpose of which is not to raise revenue but to 
discourage and indirectly prohibit some particular import for the bene­
fit of some· borne manufacture, may well be questioned as be~ng merely 
colorable, nnd therefore not warranted by constitutional principles. 

But once the thin edge of the wedge of high protectionism 
having entered into the body of taxation, it has been constantly 
dr1ven to its very head by those who sought and who have 
b~ome Jts beneficiaries. 

The heavy expenses growing out of the Civil War made it 
necessary-

For the establishment of heavy internal-revenue taxation, and along 
with it the imposition of correspondingly heavy customs duties, pri­
marily designed to place domestic producers upon a basis of equality 
with foreign producers, who would otherwise have had the advantage 
owing to the burden of domestic taxation under which the home pro­
ducers were laboring-

Says the report on the present bill. 
So this was the excuse, and justifiably so under the peculiar 

circumstances, for the imposition of tariff duties. But the 
Civil War closed nearly a half century ago and the burdens 
of taxation have been increasing with the years, while American 
energy and American opportunity which, would otherwise 
conquer the world commercially, have been stifled and re­
pressed with the resultant that the consumers have paid exorbi­
tant prices for manufactured articles and American employment 
has been limited and restricted. Surely it is now high time 
that the war taxes of 50 years ago should be lopped off and 
that the handcuffs that bind American prowess should be 
broken. 

The land was doubly taxed we thought, 
To carry on the war ; · 

Now war to a period has been brought, 
Still more the taxes are. 

Strange conduct this, all must allow; 
Hush ! Let your murmurs cease, 

We pay the double taxes now 
To carry on the peace. 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Perhaps the tyranny of unnecessary taxation has never been 

more concretely expressed than in the opinion delivered by 
Chief Justice Marshall in the case of McCulloch against State 
of Maryland (Wheaton's Reports IV, p. 327), when he said: 

An unlimited power to tax: involves necessarily a power to destroy, 
because there is a limit beyond which no institution and no property 
can bear taxation. 

And again this maxim of the law is made as tersely, perh~ps, 
by Justice Miller (U. S. Sup. Ct. in Loan Assn. v. Topeka, 20 
Wallace, 657). This distinguished jurisj; says: 

To laf with one band the power of the Government on the property 
:>f the citizen and with the other to bestow it upon favored individuals 
to aid private enterprises and build up private fortunes is none the less 
a robbery because it is done under the forms of law and is called taxa­
tion. This is not legislation; it is a decree under legislative forms. 

So we have, Mr. Chairrrurn, these two startling indictments 
made by the Supreme Court of the United States and laid at the 
very doorway of the Republican Party, and yet in the face of 
this indictment and with the protests that have been raised by 
an impatient and groaning tax-burdened people the Republican 
Party would continue to raise all taxes, perpetuating under the 
guise of law a system of robbery by exploiting the people's 
substance. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

In vain we call old notions fudge, 
And bend our conscience to our dealing, 

The Ten Commandments will not budge, 
And stealing will continue s tealing. 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Perhaps there has never been a greater protectionist than the 

late Charles Henry Carey. who upon one occasion said that he 
verily wished that the ocean were a flame of fire, in order, I 
suppose, that the ships which sail from this land to that, and 
which act as it w~re like the "shuttles of the loom, weaving 
the web of concord among the nations," might be consumed 
upon a sea of conflagration. And yet we have in this House to­
day not a few Members who in a measure indorse the senti­
ments of lUr. Carey. The venerable gentleman from .Michigan 
(Mr. FoRDNEY], during the tariff debate two years ago, said 
from his place upon this floor that the tariff could never get too 
high for him. 

The present system is not only archaic and obsolete, if we are 
to set our faces toward the rising and not toward the setting 
sun, but is out of harmony with all true progress of the day. 

One of the greatest fights that was ever witnessed in the 
British Parliament was the struggle to overcome and repeal the 
corn laws, which were made especially for British aristocratic 
landlords, and with the repeal of the corn laws English tariff 
restrictions were generally modified and England at once leaped 
forward, and by a system of freer trade relations conquered the 
world commercially. 

The recent efforts of the Chamberlains, the Bonar Laws, and 
the Arthur Balfours, backed by the wealth and the aristocracy 
of England, for the past 10 years have failed to turn back the 
hands of the clock of progress. The recent contest in behaif of 
tariff reform in England-tariff reform there meaning the op­
posite of what it does here and a return to higher tariff pro­
tection instead of reduction of. tariff duties-has been unavail­
ing, though led by some of the most resourceful and astute 
statesmen of the British Parliament. England bas pcrh,111s 
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never been so mncll agitated: coneerning her trade relations, exact justice. The American. laborer~ both man and wumai1, ha..~ 
and especially concerned about her safety from sanguinary and been us.eel np by the highly protected "mm.u· TheJF and their 
hostile- :ittacks o-f her neighlJor across th~ North Sea, as she is offspring have gone in the-dividends, while their' wreeked bodie 
to-day. The tariff on imports with preferentiaJ duties to her have been thrown as so much refuse npo:n the cu.I:m bank or 
over-sea dominions has heen the watchword and slogan of Ute Junk heap. of American industry~ 
Unioni t Prurty for quite a dozen years. We h ve llowed. our fn:etories, afte:r using up a generation of 

Englund has succeeded in linking her daughter lands to her as Americans, to swallow up the incoming immigrant " a i! he 
though with hoops of steel, and with all the clamor and the were the soulless raw material of manufacturn," whJle our· hill­
protestntions on the part of the Unionist P:ll'ty for a still closer sides :.md valleys are untilled and the price o! food p.rnducts 
attachment in' the way ~f preferential and discriminating tariff empties the market- bn ket. 
duti s between the mothe:r eonntry and her over-sea lands the Om indust:rial system is out of joint; the premium on factory 
English 11eople will not for-sake their one great principle that work must be taken off; the proper economic- refatlon between 
ks made· their cuuntcy not only tbe invincible mistress of the manufacturing and other lines must be restured. We must en­
hlgh eas but carries her commerce ti:iumphant into every com-age agriculture, let efficiency have a chance, b-reak up the 
iwrt and makes the seru; white ith British sails. co trolled :relatigns of our systems or ltrtt ~rtatio11 with large 

S-0, Ur. Cfunrm:m, we must not be content with the marke-ts manufacturing interest ) and maintain the 'open door" of in­
we- haT"e>, but we must break the shackles nd m:ummit Ameri- dustrial success~ 
can commerce, and with Ameriean skill, Amertcan ingenuity,. Surely, Mr. Chairm.'ID, ny great syst<>m of l'ight should st-.uut 
and Amer-lean activity conqi1.er the wo1ild eoID'lll6"cially. the test when the straightedge of justice is ])plied thereto_ 

We are living in a strange and in an unusual time. There is Sometrody must suffer :is a result of high diserir::lirurtin<r duties. 
no place for tbe 1ago-ard, and there mu t be no place for the Thut tbe m:inufacturer prospers by it will not be denie::r; tllil.t 
pampered favorite who is clothed and hothoused. by American the general public has its eoffers depleted may not successfully; 
})rotection. The world to--day think& and speaks in continents be gainsaid. But the excuse ha been that the wage- earner, 
and not in section or segments-. 'l'he-:re are ta-day but 8 great that the faetory hand, if you please, has beeome the beneficiary 
nations and less than 20 great &uni.Ying ton..,.ues of the many of" high protectionism nndi that he as well a the marnd'actur~ 
hundreds that murmur their habb-Je he1·e :md there. must not enter into compeUtion with th foi;eiga manufacturer 

The sensory arteries of comm&re and of trade a.re- so acute, o i b the foreign faoorincr man. The highest seftedule in the 
girdled by rail and circumnmting the earth by electricu.l wires, Payne-Aldrich bill is theo woolen seh~ule, known as Sebedule ~ 
that the. smallest incident affecting a single community may be of an avei-age pTOteetion of~ per cent UJ>OO the various grades 

~ :felt and grow into tr!lllSCendent impertance in the rem<>test pa.rt of woolen manu:factuns. 
of the- orld.. We can .not afford to let slip the- oppartunity to Who shares this profit? Bow much is· given tO' th mnn who 
be in the \anguard of the great struggle tii:i.t lies- in the imme- labors: for the ooren mills? The investigation held by a spe­
diate beyond. Blessed by u eountry remote :ITom the· an- cial committee of the l:itst Con!?ress reflects this fact: That at 
tagonisms and jealousies of European lands, akea.dy burdened Lawrence, Mass., one of the great woolen cei.J.ters e1. this coun­
beyond endurance- with military and naval armaments. over- try, where a j rgon of 17 langunges is heru"d, tiw aver.ige- wage 
crowded populations, restricted opportunities, and narrowed is $7.30 per week, in this age of the high cost ·if li ring. Anci, 
states-isolated as we are, I say, with no neighboring jeal- moreo e~, sir, in this same community re-en p~le· and more 
nusies or bickering to • ctm:front and elllban·n.ss us, we· should were compe]Jied to occupy and sl-eep in the sn·me little room. 
stand first in commerciru supremacy upon th .. completion of the Who is. receiving the immense profi M · :uismg from the tarift 
first half of the twentieth century. duties on woolen manufactures? The ea:v~ · of wool n clothes 

Our great neighbor to our north, a field promising with the. I certainly pay the freight, and I deny that those wilo hor in 
outlook o-f opportunity, is anxious to receLve the products of our . the mills share a just proportion o1 the profits. 
factories, in the malting of the Canadian Government pregnant Wba:t was once a considerable part o-f our nrfic- citizenship 
with. tile possihillties of the years to came, while the Central · has pas ed through the u mill ; the result is manifest in the. 
:ind South American St teSs an empire infinitely larger than diminished birth rate, in the spread of tuberculos , deformed 
our own. yet a.wait the magic touch of· America's hruid to open bodies, child slaveYy, overcrowded, disease-hreeding factor~ tene­
the door of hope und progress there~ Tbe great Panama Cana]!. ments, and many more of the untoward: elements, Mr. Chairman, 
the product of American money and Americ:rn genius,, at a cost that should find no place in the- growth and file of' American 
to us of nearly $50(}.()()(),000 is :yet to prove a short cut and a. citizenship. 
gateway not only to the continent lying suufu of us, with The pre ervatum of the race and' of' our- institutions- e.:tI1s for 
illimitable opportunities, but affording u a. qnieker route to the heroic treatmeut m the amelioration o.f American fm:toey con­
Orient and to the industrial and cgmmercial development of dftions. 
both Japan and China. We haver sir, bondholders and masters wl'lo have kept in 

Our protectirn duties are runny times higher than theJr were sel1vitude from time to time the- so-m and danghtem of Adam's 
n century ago, while this country, was yetr ::m infant and in its race. We are reliably informed in a certain Great Book, which 
swaddling clothe for we have excluded: imp0:rtsy resbicted rom- l commeml to gentlemen on tba.t sidi of the ai:s thttt fo:r 40 

· petitiou •. lessened .effi<:iencyr dnlled our wi~. and ha>e .Pli~d:u~ years a gl':eat people seeking their libartr wundaed in the Egyp­
monopolies, comblIL:'ltions., an trusts-. If high prot.ect:ioru~ lSI tian wilderness, but all this while werei the sla..-e of the P'n ra-
3i p rutcea for our ills its beneficence: should be- generally dif:.. ohs who would not let the people go. Tllis great Egyptian. ruler 
fused and widespread; otherwise :i;t can. not lustifiably have any wa.s one of the. most pr omiced starrdpatt rs in all the history 
place in onr economic life. of the-world. Plague u.nd deva.statfo:n too numerou:s to mention 

Any great American system should sim.nd fox the virtues and here were from time to time visited up0-n this monarch, but 
not for the vice · for the exten io:n of the horizroi 3.Ildi not for his: heart was illlrd, his n.eck was; stiff, 3.Il< still he would not 
the circumscribin"' of our visimis; for the nJ>li'ft and not the let the people gt1. 
depre...~ou of the people, giving equality to all me:n alike n.nd 'l'he Lrurd,. patient: nd sametimeS' angry continued to; aecom­
special privilege to no men; for the breaking of the: slulckles p:: ny the visitations of IDs rath by physienl evidence of His 
tha.t bind the feet of progress ; in she>rt, that man hlmseli, free, displ sure, bnt still. Phara:o-h would not let th _people go. 
unhampered with his face ta the rising and no-t to the setting And for more- than 40 year the- American peop-le have heen 
sun, mny have as bis eonque:st the wa~ of hi energy and llie w ndering in the- morass of Republic misrule and R~bliclln 
fruit of hi legitimate- skill. This ml"!.St ha:Y been the vision of maladm:ini tr:rtion. Pride of the- past blinded th party, gi·e. 
the e!lrl:y patriots of this Republic in. their drell!IDS am1 caIICefktS led it astray. and unholy alli:mce with special privilege enc<Jm-
of a nation's greatness. pa sed its defeat. · 

Bnt has the present system prooaced such O]){)(}rtunity or Promise ufter promise had been made- thn.t our eeooomie: Jue 
gi en equality to an alike? Do not our industrial centei.rs beaL' would be changed; that the doo-r of hope would be opened; t~t 
evidence of the pa upe.rized myri ds of human beings reek the sh~dil'.es would be broken and Jtberty and oppartunity 
in health, depleted in stature, hopes blasted, :unMtions thw:u1ed, again given to those who. toil and to. t~ who sip.in. whose 
nn <>Yer whose hemls. h:mg the l .-we:rmg cl oos instead o-1 the yoke is always heavy and whose burden · 1s never llgbli. Hu 
snnU,,.ht f>f opflortunity and eqnruity? Ant1! wllat is the resuJt- this pru-~ and those privileged interests that h_el"d ~e: first 
unt? ° Fo-r e.Yery Dives, wrapped! in luxury~ Ihi.ng in hl palace- mortgage upon the sponso_Ys of th:lit i:mrty wereo liliewise stul 
o:r marbJ.e and of o-old there Iles t Ute :ich ma.D's gllte !'11 Laza- ~orn, their necks ·we.re: stli!, and they,. too. woul-0' uat l;et t 11e 
rus, aye, bund ed; of imtlJle:rS who: ba:ve- been denied tbe crmnoo people- go. And. I here. declare ~h~t the erea te t st:n1dpatt~rs­
tliat faH from the {}rotectfoni t roble. EAppJ<Aousc on the Demo- in the- world's history,. :i:n my o~nwn, ha\'~ been th . Egyptian. 
cratle side.] . Pharaohs and tlle Repu~lic:in pne t~ of high pi·0:Ce ti '· EA.p-

~ Tothing bnt our richness of natural resourees has p.l"evenf.ed pJause on the> Democrntie &Id .J . ~ 
or delnyed eY~n wor conditions. It ii not prot~ted largess TJ:ie facts of yestery~ar .are not to a.et rmrne- ettr emU'Se.n T~ 
\vllkh the people want; they wunt only justice-simply free and glories of Democracy m tlllles past will not settle the ~o-om1c 
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questions of the present, for as so admirably stated by our great 
President in his official message before the joint session of the 
Congress: 

We are to deal with the facts of our own day, with the facts of no 
other, and to make laws which square with those facts. 

The American yoter has recorded his clear verdict between 
privilege and the people. Democracy is triumphant. Our plain 
duty is to record that T"erdict in the laws of the land by the 
prompt passage of t:...is bill. Our President, standing, as it were, 
upon a mountain top viewing with impartial and patriotic eye 
the mistakes of the past, sounds the clarion note that a chanbe 
must come if America and her institutions are to keep abreast 
with these stirring times, and with his face resolute to duty he 
bids us to follow . . Shall there be one on the Democratic side 
who will not buckle on his armor, who will not gird about him 
the sword of truth, challenging the forces of privilege, the 
ramparts of protectionism, and the fortifications that have suc­
cessfully baffled the patriots of the past? Our duty is clear. 
We will take the fort. We will rout the minions of privilege 
and of pelf and with courage undaunted we will not falter, but 
will restore this Government to the people, who will preserve its 
flag in time of war and whose " stricken love and confidence we 
can not survive." [Loud applause on the Democratic side.] 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. 1\fr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]. 

l\lr. SUMNERS. l\fr. Chairman, the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee [Mr. UNDERWOOD] and other members of 
that committee familiar with every detail of this bill have 
presented to us in their discussion an able and clear analysis 
thereof. I shall therefore not presume to discuss the bill as 
a whole. In the time which the Democratic leader has assigned 
to me I purpose to consider some of the objects sought to be 
attained by this lP.gislation which extend far beyond the mere 
making of R reduction in tariff rates and to notice some of 
the criticisms which have been directed against Members of 
the majority, especially the new Members, for having reached 
au agreement to support the bill by a compromise of their 
differences. Finally I shall consider criticisms directed against 
th0se features of the bill which affect the agricultural classes 
and shall speak of the remarkable solicitude for the la.boring 
clnss shown at this late hour by the Republican Party. The 
fact that I am a new :Member and one of the Representatives 
of the gre!ltest agricultural State in the Nation gives me 
warrant, I trust, for occupying for a· brief space the time of the 
House. 

As I understand the responsibility of tlle Democratic Party 
at this hour, it is uot merely to reduce the tariff and at the 
same time produce the needed re-venue for the Government. 
The people demand, and the highest interests of the Nation re­
quire, that, as far as is consistent with existing conditions, a 
tariff bill be passed which will permit the industrial develop­
ment of the Nation along the lines of its natural adaptation. In 
no other way can we attain to enduring strength and maintain 
our present position when our natural resources shall have been 
reduced to a parity with those of older nations with which we 
are industrial competitors. 

Gentlemen on the other side of the House complain of 
alleged inconsistencies in the bill. The Democratic Party is not 
building the tariff policy of the Nation; it is reconstructing 
that policy which the Republican Party fashfoned. The coun­
try does not expect, and certainly gentlemen of the opposition 
should not demauu, that with one effort the Democratic Party 
bring perfect symmetry and beauty to that monstrosity of which 
the opposition were the architects and builders. As stated by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [l\Ir. PALMER], no indi•idual 
agrees with all the proyisions of the bill . The gentleman from 
Wyoming [Ur. MONDELL] undertook on the opening day of this 
discussion to criticize individual Members, who were opposed 
to some feature of the bill drawn by the majority of the Ways 
and Means Committee, for not having combined and defeated it. 
The Republicans would have liked very much to have had us do 
that. The reason why we did not do it is because we belie•e 
this bill as a whole is a compliance with the ·preelection pledges 
of the Democratic Party, and if enacted into law will give to 
the people of the Nation substantial relief from the injustices 
of the tariff which the Republicans made. We had sense enough 
to know that agreement could be reached in no other way than 
by individuals making concessions for their constituents in 
behalf of the common good, in the benefits of which common 
good their constituents would participate and thereby receive 
compensation for that which they had surrendered. This tariff 
l>ill, like every tariff bill, is a matter of compromise, a matter 
of give and receive. 

We were told by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GARDNER] that some substantial provisions of the present law-.. • 

Schedule K, for instance-did not accord with the views of that 
distinguished gentleman [l\fr. PAYNE] whose name is attached 
to that law. This gentleman is commend~d in extravagant 
terms not only for having supported but for having fathered 
this offspring of the Republican Party. Greater lo\e hath no 
man shown than this, that during all the years Schedule K has 
played the role of highwayman for the woolen manufacturer 
this gentleman, out of consideration for the good name of the 
Republican family, has held back any denial of its paternity. 
Yet Democrats are criticized for having surrendered minor dif­
ferences to make certain the passage of this piece of great re­
constructive legislation. If we would only get into a row 
among ourselves, if every l\Iember would stand out stubbornly 
for everything he wants, we would be doing just U'hat the 
Republican Party wants us to ·do and just n-hat the country does 
not want us to do. 

Our Republican friends, in their efforts to dissatisfy the coun­
try with this bill, take each business separatE~ly and dwell upon 
what this bill compels it to give up, but they make no mention 
of what benefits each business receives from the bie. To state 
what any class gives up does not state the effect of the bill on 
that class unless you state what it receives in return. 

Great solicitude for the interests of the American farmer has 
been shown by the gentlemen on the other side of the House in 
their discussions, and grave apprehensions are expressed as to 
the effect of this bill on him. Protect the American farmer, 
they insist. Protect him how? How have they sought to sene 
him when they had the power to serve? They put the shadow 
of a duty on his products, but left on his back the burden of an 
exorbitant tariff on the things he must buy. They gave him the 
shadow while they took away from him the substance-sub­
stance which he has gathered from the markets of the world. 
By his industry and genius he produces ~ore than the Nation 
consumes. Whatever tariff wall you put r_round his products, 
he must go over it to seek a market for his surplus, and the 
price at home and the price abroad are fixed in the markets of 
the world in open competition with the earth. 

l\fr. KELLEY of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SUMNERS. Yes. 
Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. If it is not going to hurt the 

farmer to take the tariff off, how is it going to benefit the con­
sumer? 

Mr. SUl\fNERS. Does the gentleman mean by taking the 
tariff off agricultural products? 

l\Ir. KE_LLEY of Michigan. Yes. How can it benefit one 
without hurting the other? 

l\Ir. SUMNERS. We say it will not hurt the farmer for the 
reason that what the farmer gives up he will get back under 
the benefits of this bill and more besides. 

l\Ir. KELLEY of Michigan. It will cheapen his commodity, 
will it not? 

Mr. SUMNERS. It will cheapen some of his commodities, 
not the staple crops. I think nobody would deny that. You 
are going back to the great industrial sections of this country, 
may I say-and I mean it in no offensive sense-undertaking 
to make the men who work in the great factories believe that 
they get no benefit by the reduction. I am going back to Texas 
and tell my people that it will cheapen some of their minor 
products; then I ·am going to show them some of the benefits 
which this bill gives them in exchange for hat which they are 
compelled to surrender. , 

The Republican Party is quite willing to give the farmer rr 
tariff on those products the price of which is fixed in the 
markets of the world and therefore could not be increased by 
the tariff. In addition, it y;rould gladly foster rural indush·ie~ 
here and there in the hope, I dare say, of drawing recruits to 
strengthen its decimated ranks entrenched around the great 
tariff-favored industries of the city. 

This is not all surmise. On the opening day of this discus­
sion, the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GABDNER], representing one of the greatest manufacturing dis­
tricts, used this significant language: 

Yet we know in our hearts that duties on manufactures and duties 
on fai·m products mu.it go hand in hand. How long did the prntective 
system in England last after the repeal of the corn laws? J"ust about 
as long as it took the indignant British farmer to join with the free 
trader and wipe the whole slate clean. 

Is it not fair to suspect, in view of this language and of Re­
publican discriminations against the agricultural interests, that 
this is the fountain from which springs the concern for the 
American farmer? Well can the manufacturer afford to give 
the farmer 16.75 per cent tariff on corn, for instance, as the law 
now provides, when the whole Nation imports a negligible quan­
tity and the corn grower, after supplying the entire home de­
mand at a price fixed in the free markets of the world, exports 
$29,000,000 worth annually. The manufacturer can well afford 
this concession, which concedes nothing, if the farmer will pay 
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him at least 50 per cent more for his clothes than he could have 
bought them for in the markets to which he sent his corn for 
sale. This represents the sort of reciprocity which the Repub­
lican, representing the highly protected manufacturing interests, 
is offering to the farmers of the Nation as a basis for a political 
alliance with them. 

While this bill removes this sort of pretended protection for 
the farmer, it gives him plows, harrows, reapers, drills, planters, 
mowers, cultivators, thrashing machines, cotton gins, and all 
other agricultural implements free of duty. On these he now 
pays an import duty of 15 per cent ad valorem. Bagging for 
hi cotton is free of duty under this bill, as are also boots and 
shoes, sewjng machines, leather, harness, saddles, · saddlery, 
hoops llild bands of iron for baling cotton, nails and spikes, horse 
and mule shoes, salt, lumber, fencing wire, and other impor­
tant articles. In addition to the free Hst, the following are 
some of the important reductions in tariff duties carried by this 
bill; 

Woolen dress goods, from 99.70 to 35 per cent. 
Ready-made woolen clothing, from 79.56 to 35 per cent 
Flannels for underwear, from 93.29 to 25 and 35 per cent. 
Woolen blankets, from 72.69 to 25 per cent. 
Cotton underwear, from 60.27 to 25 per cent. 
Stockings, hose, and half bose, from 75.38 to 50 per cent. 
Shirts, collars. and cuffs, from 64.03 to 25 per cent. 
Ready-made wearing apparel, from 50 to 30 per cent. 
Handkerchiefs and motHers, from 59.27 to 30 per cent. 
Cotton thread, from 31.54 to 19.29 per cent. 
Gloves, from 44.15 to 31.77 per cent. 
Anvils of iron and steel, from 32.11 to 15 per cent. 
Ilolts, from 20.59 to 15 per cent. 
Chains of all kinds, from 46.59 to 20 per cent. 
Pocketknives, from 77.68 to 41.1 per cent. 
Scissors and shears, from 53.77 to 30 per cent. 
Table and butcher knives, forks, etc., from 41.98 to 27 per cent. 
Files, etc., from 60.47 to 25 per cent. 
Tinwares, from 45 to 25 per cent. 
House or cabinet furniture of wood, from 35 to 15 per cent. 
Sugar, from 48.54 to 36.25 per cent. 
Red lead, from 60.35 to 25 per cent. 
White lead, from 38.01 to 25 per cent. 
Castile soap, from 16.20 to 10 per cent. 
.A ll bricks, from 30.23 to 10.28 per cent. 
China, crockery ware, from 55 per cent to 35 or 50 per cent. 
Wire rope and strand, from 40. 4 to 30 per cent. 
ComID-On window glass, from 46.38 to 28.20 per cent. 
There a.re something n:rore than 4,000 items affected by this 

bill. The result is a reduction from the average rate under the 
pr sent law of 40.12 per cent ad valorem to an average of 29.60 
per cent ad valorem. Thus it will be seen that most of the 
articles whlch constitute the farmer's necessities have been put 
on the free Ii t or a most material reduction made in the present 
tariff rate. This he has received in exchange for the surrender 
of the shadow of protective benefit with which the Republican 
Party has sought to deceive him into supporting its fallacies. 

Of course the benefits which the farmer receives through this 
bill in the -reduction of the tariff on clothing, furniture, ancl so 
forth, are shared by ull the people. However, I have giyen 
especial consideration to the effect of this bill on the agricultural 
classes because of the desperate efforts which the high protec­
tioni ts are making to establish an alliance with a part of the 
farming classes by magnifying the effects of the reductions of 
the tariff on farm products and undertaking to hide the sub­
stantial benefits which the bill gives them. 

Neverthele s, I can not conclude without reference to the deep 
concern which the .high protectionists are manifesting in an­
other most important class of American citizens-that class 
known as the American workingman. Oh, the fathomless depths 
and ub1ime heights of that love-generous, full, and complete­
finding, however, its only manifestation in Republican protection 
of industries per se. 

" Shield the American laborer from the pauper laborer of 
Europe," you cry, while you fill your factories with thousands 
upon thou~ands of these pauper laborers, brought here to com­
pete with the American workingman on his own soil, and to beat 
down his standard of living, in order that dividends may be 
greater and that you may b.e in a better position to starve him 
into submission when de peration drives him to strike for a 
living wage. The fact is that the whole bmden of the tariff­
created and tariff-supported industries, in their final transmis­
sion. rests on the laboring man and on those industries of the 
Nation which sell their products in competition with the world. 
The industry which can not sustain itself without help from 
the Government has no strength to yield for the sustenance of 
another. 

But the Democratic Party is not an enemy to the manufac­
turing interests. The tariff-protected manufacturers bless the 
Republican Party for its bounty and are condemning in un­
measured terms the insistence of the Democratic Party that 
they relieve the industry of the country from a part of the 
burden of their weight. The future will prove the wisdom of 
the Democratic course; will prove the wisdom, in so far as the 
welfare of the now protected manufacturing interest itself is 

concerned. That interest had better begin to put a little weight 
on its own legs. The time may come when it will need the 
strength to stand alone even. This thing is certain : The longer 
you postpone granting substantial relief to the American con­
sumers the more radical their demands will be and the strono-er 
their forces will grow. "' 

I submit that that party is not a true friend of the manu­
factming interest which advises that interest to disregard the 
will of a determined people, sisking only for that which they 
have a right to demand. I ask you, and the Nation asks you: 
Will you eyer grow brave enough and strong enough to bear 
the flag of commerce to victory in the industrial conflict of the 
world if you are forever to be held in the lap of the Nation and 
fed from a bottle? 

I am sure I have no sectional prejudice. · I would not con­
sciously do injury to any man; certainly I would not want to 
embarrass those Democrats who ha~e come here from the 
manufacturing section. It is nothing to be a Democrat down 
in my country, with a normal majority of 200.000 but those 
whom I admire most are the brave men who, during the long 
night of Republican misrule, ha Ye kept the watch fires of Democ­
racy burning brightly on the hilltops of old New England. 

Gentlemen on the other side of the House make sport of the 
Underwood competitiYe tariff policy. The distinguished gen­
tleman from Alabama, in the announcement of that policy, made 
a lasting and momentous contribution to the practical political 
philosophy of this time. 

Competition will take the antiquated machinery f:rom the 
woolen mills of this country and substitute therefor equipment 
capable of the most economic production. Competition will 
stop waste, conserve energy, and give permanent strength to 
all industries. How will we ever get for this Nation its share 
of the commerce of the world unless, with far less protection 
than we now have, we become able success!ul1y to meet the com­
petition of those who must bring their goods from beyond the 
seas? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. KEATING]~ 

.Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I want to address myself 
to the sugar schedule of this bill. I intend to vote for that 
schedule as it has been reported by the Ways and Means Com­
mittee. 

....-1 come from Colorado, which is the most important beet­
sngar producing State in the Union. I was elected on a plat­
form which specifically declared for the removal of the tariff 
on sugar, but the President of the United States has urged that 
the sugar manufacturers of this country be given three years in 
which to put their house in order, and he suggests an immediate 
cut of 25 per cent on the tariff with free trade at the end of 
three years. I belie\e my constituents have such faith in the 
judgment of Woodrow Wilson that they will accept this com­
prorniEe, and, believing that, I propose to vote for the bill, and 
think I can do so with a clear conscience. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle· 
man yield for a question right there? 

Mr. KEATING. I will. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota.. What district did the gentle· 

man say he represented? 
Mr. KEATING. I represent the entire State of Colorado, 

ha.Ying been elected as Congressman at Large. 
Ur. YOUNG of North Dakota. I would like to ask the gen­

tleman whether the people of Colorado, pa rticularly the farm­
ers, had any understanding or any knowledge when they voterl 
for Mr. Wilson that he would in a certain sense be sponsor for 
such a bill as is introduced at this time? 

TIIE FAil H'.:RS Al\'D MR. WILSON. 

1\Ir. KEATING. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that when the 
farmers of Colorado voted for Woodrow Wjlson they believed 
he was a Democrat. They had no reason to believe that he 
disapproved of the action of the Democratic majority of this 
House in the last Congress, and I believe the men and women 
who Yoted for Mr. Wilson voted for him because they believed he 
would insist upon a downward revision of the tariff, and that, 
in order to attain that end, they were perfectly willing to ac­
cept free sugar and, if necessary, free wool. 

Mr. YOUKG of North Dake.ta. Just one other interruption. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
~fr. KEA.TTKG. Certainly. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Is it not a fact that President 

Wilson in all his speeches reassured the business inte1.'ests of 
the country that they had absolutely nothing to fear of radical 
revision by the Democratic P arty? 

Mr. KEATING. Yes, sir; that is exactly true; and it is true 
that the business interests of this country have nothing to fear 
from this tariff bill [applause on the Democratic rude] ; and, so 
far as the beet-sugar industry of the State of Colorado is , con-
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rned it has nothin"' to fem· from this ttlri.t'f bm, because I 
want t'o t211 you. sir, that in the State of Colorado we enn raise 
sugar beets and we ean m:ike sugar in competition with the 
world. IAJ: pla use on the Democrat~ side.] 

The proposition Woodrow Wllron made to t'he people of this 
country was that be would rn:>t di'Stui·b any legitimate industry, 
and sugar making is a legitimate industry in the State of Colo­
rado and will not be di turbed. Now. 1\1r. Chairman--

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I would like to ask the gen­
tleman one other question. Is that the gentleman's p~rsonal 
view? Is that wbat the gentleman deRh-e& the people of C<Ylo­
rado to understand-thnt the sugar growers <>f that State have 
absolutely nothing to fear? . 

Mr. KEATING. it is not nece<>snry for me to state my news 
on the :floor of thls House for the information of the sugar 
growers of Colorado. EYeryone at borne kno~ where I stand 
on this 'QUe ti-on. il was a candidate before the people of Colo­
rado lust fall 'l went into praetica lly e>ery ccrunty in that 
State, and I distributed copies of my platform, in which i[ spe­
cifica lly declared that I wanted no man to X'Ote for me un1ess 
he was willing to ha>e me come down here and vote to remove 
the tariff on sugar. After the primaries and before the election 
I canv.assed the State, under ttie au~ices of tbe Democratic 
State committee, sometimes gpenkiDg once and sometimes eight 
times a day, and in every speecb I delivered-in sugftr camps 
and out of sugar camps-I declared that if elected I would Y-Ote 

for free sug.ar . .and thnt I dM not want t() be elected under .any 
other cireumstanoos. {Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. YOCNG of North Dakota. I want to say to the gen­
tleman that he was very much mo:re candid in his statement 
to his constituents than many .other Democratic eandidat.es 
throughout the country. 

Mr. KEATING~ I thank the gentleman for the complimB!lt. 
EFFECT 'ON rCOLORADO. 

Now, Mr. Chairman. in the time al1otted to me it is impos­
sible to go rnto a thorough discussion of this sugar question. I 
expect, therefore, to make only a brtef t•eferenee to the broader 
aspects <>f this problem attd to confine myself 1arge1y to a con- ' 
sideration .of the effects upon my home State of Colorado. We 
ha ,e heard a great deaJ on the .sugar que.stion in the last 12 
or 15 years. especially bere in Congress. And out of these debates · 
and the library ·of reports whicll ha>e b-een made upon this 
subject, I think one fact -stands <mt so clearly that no inteHi­
gent man can question its accuracy . .and that faet is that the 
sugar tariff adds from H to 2 cents to the price of e\ery 
pound of sugar consumed in this country. If that be true~nd 
so far as I know no .attempt has been made to contro,ert that 
p1'0position-then the American consumer who, :according to 
reports, consumes somethi~ like 80 pounds .of sugar per year. 
is taxed from $1.20 to $1.50 a ye.ar for the purpose of sus­
taining the Sug:ir Trust. As we have somethlng like 90.000.000 
consumers in this country, approximately $115.000.000 per year 
is added to the sugar bill of the consumers of the country. 
And the proposition we have before us to-<lay, when we get 
right down to bedrock. as we say out in the West, is Shall we 
remove from the shoulders of the consumers in this country 
this burden of $115.000,000 a year, or shall we not? 

THE OOST OF THE SCJG.Ul TARIFF. 

The Democratic Party takes the position that we shall, and 
the Republican Party-or, at least. that portion of the Repub­
lican Party which is able to agree-takes the position that 
if you remove the tariff you will destroy a great and pros­
perous industry. I insist that instead -0j destroying the tieet­
sugHr industry free sugar will 83~~ it. But before proceeding 
to that phase of the matter I want to eaJl the attention -Of the 
House to what it .eosts the people -0f the West to maintain this 
sugar tariff'. . 

The State of Oolorado has a population of approximately 
800,000 peop1e, and in common with all tbe other citizens of 
this country the people of that State pay this flat tax of $1.20 
per head to sustaln tbe Sugar Trust. E>ery man, woman, and 
child pays it. But in addition to that the sugar eompany 
charges us another tax. They chnrge s for the prhilege of 
living in the shadow of a sugar factory, and on e•ery hundred 
pounds of sugar sold in Colorado they add 55 cents for freight. 
Now, as a matter of fact, the sugar is made in Coi-0rado, but 
they charge us freight from the seaboard to the point of con­
sumption. As I said, this freight rute is 51> cents a hundred, so 
that our per capita cont1ibution to the sugar company is $1.75, 
and on the basis of a population of 800.000 that makes an -an­
nual contribution of about $1,400,000, <>T more money than the ­
people of C.Olorado eontribute to sustain their Stnte government. 

But while the situation in Colorado so far as sugar is con­
cerned is rather bad, we are fortunate compared with the 
people of Idaho and Montana. They raise sugar beets in those 

States and they have a grent numb~ of sn~r fuctories there. 
But the Sugar Trust adds an additional venalty to the cost 
of sugar used in those States, nnd they charge the Idaho and 
Montana consumer 45 cents per hundred more than they do the 
consumer in -Colo:ra<lo and $1 a hundred more than they do the 
consumer of beet sugar in Tew York.. In other wor{ls. they 
will take Idaho beet sugar and carry it across the continent 
to the city of J. 'ew York and -sell it for $1 a hundred less than 
they wiH sell it at the doors of the sugar factory in Montana 
a.nd Idaho, and. on the basis of Idaho's population, the · con­
sumers of that State are eontributiug $715,000 a year to sup­
part the Sngar Trust. The 'Consumers of l\fontana-Uontan.a 
hating a larger population-contribute $827,200 a ;rear. 

ARI.ZONA THE UNFORTUNATE. 

But wbi1e we may sympathiv_,e w~th the consumer in Colo­
rado, and sympathize stilf more with the consumer in Idaho nnd 
Montana, · it is only when we come to Arizona that -0nr hearts 
bleed. Down in Arizona the Federal Go>ernment has expended 
many millions -Of <loll:ars in constructing reclamation projects in 
01·der that tlIB farmeis there may grow sugnr beets and other 
things. And they are growing sugar beets tb'0re. As a sugar­
beet State Arizona is almost the -equal of Colorado. but when 
y.ou .come to purchase sugar in Arizona from an Al'izollil beet­
su~ar factory you find that the Sugur Trust has tacked 34 
cents a hundred onto the price that it charges in Idaho and 79 
cents to the price it -charges in Colorado and $1.34 a hundred 
more than it charges in the city of Xew York. In other words, 
the unfortunate .sugar consumer who Ji'rns at the doors of a.n 
Arizona beet-sugar factory must pay $1.-34 a hundred more for 
bi bee-t sugar than the m<>1-e fortunate dtizen of this country 
wbo 1ires in New York. Arizona contributes something like 
$500.000 a year to tbe upkeep of the Su~ar Trust. 

Gentlemen from other States may figure out this problem for 
themsel >es. I wish my good friend from Kansas here (;\Ir. 
MURDOCK] w.ould take the trouble to find out how much it costs 
his people to maintrun the ·sugar tact-0r_y at Garden City. which 
is capitalized fo.r ten times the .amount it eos~ to construct. He 
will find the bill is a staggering one. 

Viewed in the light of tbe best interests of all the people of 
thl.s country, there w-0uld be no question of what we should do 
with this mea-sure. It should b.e passed through thls House by 
a unanimous vote, the Progressi•es and Republicans vicing with 
Democrats to give the people of this country relief from this 
burden. 

NO CO~fPETITIQN iN SUGAR. 

But. my friends. the press agent of tbe Sugar Trust tells us 
that if we take this tariff off sugar we will destroy the beet­
sugar industry, and that the farmers--

Mr. YOC'NG of No11:h Dakota. What does the gentleman mean 
by "the tr~st 'r 

Mr. KEATING. I mean by ":he trust" the American Sagar 
Refining Oo • .and its friend in the beet-sugar business, because, 
I will sHy ".'Jr the information of the gentleman, thRt tbe Ameri­
can Sugar Refining Co. controls every beet-sugar factory in the 
U n:i ted States. 

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Oh, pshaw! 
Mr. KEATING. Absolutely; if n-ot by stock holdings then by 

trade arrangements or se1Hno- nrrangements--e,ery one of them. 
There is not an independent beet-s.agar company in the United 
States when it comes to seiling sugar to the consumer. 

l\lr. KELLEY of Michigan. What is the gentleman's evidence 
for that? I think the House is entitled to some proof of that 
statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from <J<>lorado yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan? 

l\1r. KEATI:'\:G. Yes. 
l\Ir. KELLEY of l\lichigan. I rei:>resent in part the State ot 

Michigan. wbere we ba\e many beet-sugar fnctories. · 
The CHAIRMAN. Doe~ the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KELLEY of Miehigan. Be said he would. I would like 

to know if that is true . 
.Mr. REATING. The evidence is to be found in the conditions 

that prerail in the sugar trade in this country. 
l\Ir. KELLEY of Michigan. Is that the gentleman's answer ? 
Mr. KEA TING. Tb.at is my answer; and if · I had the time I 

couJd go into the figures with the gentleman from l\1icbigan. and 
I think I could demonstrate to his sntisfaction that there is a 
selling arnrngernent by which the price is fixed for ('Onsumers. 
I am perfectly sure of that proposition in my own State of 
Colorndo. and it is neYer deuied out there. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle­
man yield? 

Tbe CHAIRMAN. Does the genfleman yield? 
Mr. KEATIXG. I would like to yield to the gentlemnn, but 

I have only 20 minutes in which to say ail I have to say. 
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The CHAIRMA.N. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KEATING. Yes. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I want to say to the gentle­

man that in most of the States the people are much interested 
in this suqject, especially so far as the farming communities are 
concerned, representing the great majority of the country, and 
if the gentleman has any figures to carry out the statement he 
has just made that there is a trust which fixes the price of sugar 
of ·all kinds, I would like very much to hear from him on that 
point. Is there genuine competition between cane-sugar refiners 
and beet-sugar manufacturers? I represent a district where we 
buy sugar and do not make it, and if the gentleman has in his 
pos"1ession any facts along that line to the effect that there is 
one trust in this country that controls all the sugar industries, 
both cane and beet, that is something that the people ought 
to know and a thing which I would like to know. 

OVERWHELMING EVIDENCE 
0

0F COMBINE. 

Mr. KEATING. I think the people should know it, Mr. Chair­
man and that is one of the purposes I have in making this 
spee~h. So far as the State of Colorado is concerned, there is 
no question about that; and so far as any other Western State 
is concerned, there is no question about it. You read the testi­
mony that was submitted in the suit of the United States 
against the American Sugar Refining Co., and you will find that 
you can not reach any other conclusion. 

After the representatives of the trust had squirmed and sought 
to evade the issue as much as they could the fact was wrung 
from them that so far as these western factories were con­
cerned they were controlled by Mr. Ha vemeyer, and there was 
an absolute understanding as to the price at which sugar was 
to be sold. And to-day, in every city in Colorado, in every city 
in Utah, in every city in Idaho and :Montana, the price of sugar 
is the price at San Francisco, plus the freight from San Fran­
cisco to the city where you are selling the sugar. In the case of 
Denver this freight charge is 55 cents a hundred. 

In this connection the case of Grand Junction, Colo., is very 
interesting. Until a short time ago the Sugar Trust charged 
the people of Grand Junction not only the freight from San 
Francisco to Denver but they also charged the freight from 
Denver back to Grand Junction, although if they had shipped 
the sugar from San Francisco, which they did not, they would 
have had to pass through Grand Junction to reach Denver. As 
a matter of fact they never shipped the sugar from San Fran­
cisco. The sugar is made in Grand Junction, and when a grocer 
wants sugar be sends his boy down to the sugar factory and the 
sugar is loaded on a wagon and taken to the grocery store. 

In the face of this fact the trust tacked a freight charge of 
80 cents on every sack of sugar sold in Grand Junction. 

The local factory, while styling itself independent, was a party 
to the holdup._ Eventually public sentiment became so strong 
that the trust graciously agreed to waive the freight charge 
from Denver to Grand Junction-25 cents-but insisted that 
the people must continue to pay the mythical freight charge 
from San Francisco to Denver. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in order to finally convince my skeptical 
friend from Michigan [Mr. KELLEY] that there is no relation 
between the selling price and the cost of production of American­
made sugar, and that the people of this country are paying the 
price fixed by the Sugar Trust, I will submit the following table, 
showing the price of sugar in various cities on March 15, 1913: 
Prices q1toted. on beet and cane sugar at various western points on 

Mar. 15, 1918. 

Guthrie, Okla ......................................•......... .. ... 
Omaha, Nebr .............................•........................ 
Denver, Colo ................•.........•...••...........•.•......•. 

faft~kc;~t~t"tali:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Beattle, Wash ...................... ·-············-················ 
Tacoma, Wash ..............................••...••........•....... 
Helena, Mont ..........•..•...•......•..•..•..•....••. _ ..•..•..•... 
Boise City, Idaho ................•....•...........•••.....•........ 
Carson City, Nev ..........•..........•.•••...••....•.••........... 
Los Angeles, Cal ............•..............•.•.•..•••..•........... 
Phoenix, Ariz ........ .. .............•...............•........•..... 
St. Paul, Minn .......•......................•......•..•.....•..•.. 
Chicago, Ill ............••...........•.•..................•.....•... 
Milwaukee, Wis.·· ·····················-·· ....................... . 
r~:!:~~~:i-s::::::::::::::: ::: === ::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : :: :: : :::::::::: 
Louisville, Ky ..•.......••..•.•••.•••••.•.•..•....••••.••.•.•.•.•.• 
Cle> eland, Ohio ................•..••.•...•.......•••.....•.•...... 

i~~~~Y~~~~~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~a~~~.'~~.".:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.~:::: 
New York, N. Y •.••....•• ·-···························-·········· 

Beet. Cane. 

Gents. 
4. 56 
4.48 
4.80 
4.48 
4.95 
4. 611 
4.611 
5.25 
5.25 
5.25 
4.6lt 
5.59 
4. 47! 
4.38! 
4.38; 
4. 56 
4.48 
4.38! 
4.37t 
4.43t 
4.43! 
4. 37t 
4.35 
4.35 
4.25 

Gents. 
4. 76 
4.58 
5.00 
4.58 
5.15 
4.811 
4. 811 
5.45 
5.45 
5.45 
4.81! 
5.79 
4.57! 
4. 48! 
4.48t 
4. 66 
4.58 
4.43! 
4.42t 
4.48; 
4.4!ij 
4.42t 
4.40 
4.40 
4.30 

You will notice, l\Ir. Chairman, that the closer you live to a 
sugar factory the higher the price you pay for sugar. 

TOTAL COST TO COUNTRY. 

Now let us consider what this robber sugar tariff ha3 cost 
the consumers of this country. 

It is estimated by experts that in the years from 1898 to 1911, 
inclush-e, the consumers of this country paid in increased prices 
for sugar the staggering sum of $1,363,774,292. 

This would be sufficient to construct three Panama canals; 
it would gridiron this country with aspllalted roads; or it would 
construct a navy which would satisfy even the distinguished 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HOBSON]. But the most im­
pressive fact is that it represents three times the total >alue of 
all the beet sugar produced in this country during the period 
mentioned. 

Such economic folly must end. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, having counted the cost of a sugar tariff, 

suppose we consider the claims of the gentlemen on the other 
side of the Chamber that the removal of the tariff on sugar will 
destroy the sugar industry in this country. 

WILL STIMULATE, NOT DESTROY. 

I do not presume to speak for the sugar industry of Louisiana.--. 
I am not an expert on exotics-but so far as Colorado and the 
other Western States are concerned, free sugar will, in my judg­
ment, prove a tremendous stimulus to the beet-sugar industry 
and will lead to the establishment of extensive and most impor­
tant auxiliary industries, such as packing, preserving, and so 
forth. Free sugar will injure just one class-the owners of the 
watered stock of the beet-sugar companies. Unfortunately, the 
men who are responsible for the water will not suffer alone. 
They have in. many cases unloaded the watered or common stock 
on the gullible American investor. 

One 'of the men most active in the sugar lobby in this city 
boasted to me a short time ago that he did not own a dollar of 
common stock. He had sold all his holdings to the widows and 
orphans whom he is now parading before the sympathetic eyes 
of Congress in an attempt to have the tariff on sugar retained. 

The 76 beet-sugar factories in this country are capitalized for 
$141,000,000. Their real value is less than. $60,000,000. Eighty 
millions of water must be removed, and then the patient will 
be able to sit up and take a little nourishment. 

Can the western beet-sugar factories pay the farmers the pre­
vailing price for beets-$5.50 for 15 per cent beets-and produce 
granulated sugar in competition with the world? Without a 
moment's hesitation, I answer "Yes." 

How do I arrive at that conclusion? Let me show you. 
COST OF MAKING BEET SUGAB. 

Germany is the world's foremost producer of beet sugar. 
German sugar enters the English market and competes with the 
sugars of the world. We have not heard anything about the 
pauper labor of the Tropics . driving German sugar out of Eng­
land. In fact, there is some complaint that this so-called pau­
per labor needs "protection " against the vigorous German 
sugar maker. 

This being the fact, it stands to reason that if we can pro­
duce sugar as cheaply as Germany we, too, can compete with 
the world. 

That brings us to the question, What does it cost to produce 
100 pounds of sugar in Germany and what should it cost in 
this country? 

The problem is not so complicated as our friends on the other 
side of the Chamber would have us believe. 

The principal item in the cost of producing beet sugar is the 
price pnid the farmer for his beets. 

In this country the standard price is $5.50 per ton for 15 
per cent beets. The factories in Colorado pay that price, not 
because their owners are philanthropists, as some gentlemen 
would have us believe, but because our farmers will not raise 
beets for less. They do not have to. They can raise other 
crops of as great money >alue. I wish the gentieman from 
Wyoming [l\Jr. 1\ioNDELL] would bear that fact in mind when he 
is shedding crocodile tears over the impending impoverish­
ment of Colorado's farmers. 

'l'hank God, the prosperity of the farmers of my State is not 
dependent on the generosity of the Sugar Trust. . 

I have been to some trouble to ascertain the price paid the 
German farmer for bis beets. I find that many of the German 
factories are run on the cooperative basis. The farmer is 
guaranteed a certain sum for his beets and then in addition 
receives a share of the dividends paid by the factories. · 

The Sugar Trust's press agents ha\e taken advantage of this 
fact to circulate many misleading statements concerning the 
compensation received by the German farmer. They give the 
guaranteed sum, but make no mention of the additional divi­
dend. 
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:My inquiries Show that the average pTlce recei\ed by the Ger- Mr . .Morey swears that in less than n. year after he secured 
man farmer is $5.45 per ton for 15 per cent beets. In addition ·an interest in a factory in northern Colorado he conceived the 
be receives free seed .and from 40 to oO per cent of the pulp. idea of se1ling out to the Sugar Trust. He tells in detail how 

So, on the whole, he receives a higher price than his A.meri- be went down to New Yt1rk, met Havemeyer, got a big price 
can brother. . for his boldings, and then became the paid secret agent of the 

Thus, on the principal item of cost we find the Ameriean head of the Sugar Trust. 
factory has a slight .advantage over its Gexman riv.al. This evidenc.e shows that it was Morey's business to hamper 

r,A.BoR eosT rn FAcTonrns. a~d ~a.ss the beet-sugar business Qt the West. Acting under 
"But~" .our nrotectionist friends ex:Claim, "the German fac- · d;rections from llavemeyer he fir.st sought to prevent the erec­

tories are .run by ps.uper .tabor." Well. I never heard -a workman tion of n~w factories, and f:aillng in that endeavored to secure 
in an American sugar fac:tory complain that he experienced any a controllmg interest in the new enterprises. 
difficulty in .carrying home bis week's wages on Saturday night. Thes~ volumes show that the trust and its representatives did 

The fact is that. acco·rding to the sugar men's -0wn .statement. not hesita_te to .threaten to ruin men if they dared go into the 
the labor cO:St .of producing 100 pounds of sugar is only 14 ' sugar bnsmess m defiance of Havemeyer's wishes. 
cents. Tl.re German .cost may be a little less than that, but Morey. -was. not a lone in this work. Havemeyer had his l"ep-
not much resentatt.-es m Utah, Id.ah<>, 1\Iontana and Ca.lifo.rnfa-wher-

The nert item in importance is fU-el, and we have m-0re -coal ever the industry promised to become .e'.stablished. 
in the State of .Colorado .and more water power in our moun- COMBINED To OPPRE ss FARMERS. 

ta.ins than you ean find d.n the entire German Empire. Wby' ~ir, These agents ,of the trust not only discouraged the establish-
if you will promise to establish an enterprise -0f importance in rnent of new pla.nts. but they :banded together to keep .down the 
my town of PuroJ.o I l\ill guar.antee to furnish yon with the price paid the farmers for their beets. Th~ farmers organized 
ehe.ape.st power in the world. and succeeded by a series of struggles in forcing the price of 

Now, let m summarize. The German fa-crory pays more for beets from $4..50 t.o $5.50 per ton. but capital was effectually 
jts beets and its fuel and a little less for its labor than the discouraged from in'\esting in independent· suga.r plants. · 
American factory. In other words, it U! about an "-even break." Did the time permit I -could read the testimony to prove how 
And do gentlemen contend that Yankee ,brains and Yankee these agents of the trust succeeded in preTenting tbe erection of 
brawn require more than that to win in any of life's eontests? sugal' factories -at Brighton and Durango, in my State, and at 

Of course, in all fairness, I should admit that the German various points in .other States. 
t.uctory .owner has on€ decidoo advantage over us. Re is not I can not refrain from rea.ding just one letter from Morey to 
.staggering under a mountain of watered stock. He is satisfied · his employer-Havemeyer. Some Oolor.ado Springs capitalists 
with a reason.able return on t'he capital ~tually im·ested, and planned to erect a sugar factory at Sheridan. Wyo. Morey sent 
enr sugar magnates will C(}me to that after this bill is placed bis friend Boettcher to them and endeavored to discourage 
on the statute books. them. He e•en used the olrl tariff bugaboo to frighten them, 

The factory pays the .Ameriean farmer about 1.9 c.ents per but they were evidently familiar with that time-worn fake and 
pound for the sugar in bis beets. It costs a.bout -six-tenths of maintained their position. Then .Morey wrote the following 
a cent per pound to extract the 'Sugar. That makes the factory plaintive wail to Ravemeyer, and it shows just how much ~ 
cost about 2.5 cents per pound. was interested in developing the beet~sugar industry in the 

The average price for sugar in London-an.d that is the West: 
world price, and will not be -changed materially by anything we 
may do hf re-is 3.'6 cents per pound. 

There is an ample margin there to attract capital to beet­
. sugar factories efficiently managed and capitalized at their real 
value. 

.ARE -OUR FACTORIES UP TO DATE? 

Just a word on this ~uestion -0f the efficiency of American fuc­
tories. I have in my h. nd the nnnual report of the American 
Beet .Sugar Co. for 1911. I might say that, as I understand 
these figures, they show the company earned more than 40 per 
cent that year oR the capital actually invest€d. 

That is not the point I wanted to rnake. bowe•er. This re­
port shows that this company owns six factories, and that at 
least three of them-those located a t Rocky Fa.rd and Lamar, 
Colo., nnd Grand Island, Nebr.-are equipped with machinery 
which is out of date and costly to operate. 

The description of the Lamar factory will answer for all th~ 
others. This report -says of tbe Lamar plant : 

Its machinery is or an old French pattern, removed from the com­
pany's abandoned Narfolk faetory, and therefore far out -0f date and 
comparatively expensive to opernte. 

I will admit that that kind of a collection of old junk can not 
be expected to comrtete witb the world. but I contend the Ameri­
can people should not be taxed to keep it and other antiquated 
plants like it in operation .. 

Give us new, up-to-the-minute plants n.nd we will not require 
a tariff. 

6ELLING @UT TO THE S UGAR TRUST. 

I wish I ha.d the time, Mr. Chairman, to go into another very 
interesting phase of this sugar question. I should like to tell 
the story .of how the men wbo are now directing the sugar 
lobby in fui.'3 city betrayed the beet-sugar interests of the West 
t.o the Sugar Trust and became the paid a.gents of Havemeyer 
and his associates. 

I ha •e before me three bulky volumes of the evidence taken 
in tbe case of the United States against The American Sugar 
Refining Co. and others in th-e United States Distri.ct Court for 
the Southern District of New York. 

,One of the witnesses in that case was Chester S. Morey, 
pre~.ident of the Great Western .Sugar Co., and a leading lmsi­
ness man of De1nTer. 

Mr . .Morey testified that he went into the beet-sugar business 
in 1901. At that time all th.e beet-sugar factories in the West 
were in.dependent concerns, promoted in large part by local 
ropitftl. '111e industry was developing by leaps and bounds. 
Te!>ts h:id shown that Yast areas in the West were adapted to 
Hie growth of tho sugar beet, and scores of towns were planning 
to erect factories. 

Tm:;: GREAT WESTERN SUGAR CO., 
Den-i;er, Colo., Jttne 8, 1.906. 

Mr. H. 0. HAVEMEYER, Neio York. 
DEAR Srn: The Inclosed letter f:rom Mr. Boettcher explains itself . 

Would like to know if you see any way te check this kiud of eompeti­
ti-0n. I sometimes think it is a mistake n ot listing our stock and 
.offering it for sale; .if people want .to buy common stock we ou.ght to 
give them a chance w come l.n. This is simpl~ 3: suggestion. We are 
do.in"' everything we can to disc01.uage the bmlding of a ny mo.re fac­
torie'S nntU the matter of tariff legislation is IDOL'~ sett~ed than it. is. at 
present. \\e are using that as a basis of argument against the buildmg 

of :1?Jm~~~= ~t~to;~~arden City and the Sheridan ~eople are ·~aiming 
that trus ts have made great profits out of the busrness, and m that 
way selling their sto.ck. 

Respectfully, yours, C. S. MonEY. 

This letter was written six yea.rs ago when our Republican 
friends were in control of the Government, and there was not 
one chance in a thousand that there would be any " tinkering 
with the tariff.'' 

EARNINGS OF THE FACTORIES. 

.And now, 1\Ir. Chairman, permit me to read just one more 
.letter from Mr. Uorey. This time to demonstrate the enormous 
profits -earned by ~e beet-sugar companies. This letter was 
written by Morey to Washington B. Thomas, president of the 
.Sugar Trust, on March 19, 1910 : 

You wm notice that this year, ln addition to the regular 2~ per cent 
d.epreciation wllkb we have been deducting for the la.st three years, "'.e 
have set up $1,000,000 in depreciation reserve. I do not want this 
year's earning to appear as large as they woulO if we had no.t made 
thi s entry. Of course, th.is can be changed if ard 1.>! directors 
d.oes not approve of it. 

You wlll note that our total surplus is shown by these statements as 
a little over $5.000.000. Tbis does not include any surplus from the 
Billings Co., the Great Western Rail way Co., a.nil other corporations, 
which really a.dd nearly $2,-000~000. . . 

Our sngar ts invoiced at 4 cents, and JUdgmg fr?m present market 
lndieatlons there is at least $1,000.000 profit that will show up in next 
year's business. The valye of our real estat~ and railroads over and 
above tbe amount at which they are carried is at least $5,000,000, so 
that the actual surplus is nearer $9,000,000 than $5,000,000. 

The Great Western Sugar Co. had been in existence nbout firn 
years; had paid yearly diYidends and accumulated a surpl1;J.S of 
$9,000.000_ No woruier Mr. Morey did not want the public to 
know the faets. 

WILL PUT INDUSTRY ON ITS FEET. 

I prefaced my remarks with the. statement that I belie:v-ell 
free sugar would stimulate the sugD.r industry of Colorado, not 
destr.oy it. 

Why? Because I believe free sugar will demonsh·a te that 
Colorado's sugar industry is .a legitimate industry- that we can 
raise beets and m ake sugar in comp~tition with th~ v.-orl -.. 

Once we h:we prvven that fact to the satisf~:ctiou of the think­
ing business men, capital will :flow iuto our State f o r tt.e esta b-
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lishment Of sugar factories. It Will be impossible for the trust's 
agents to frighten ~t away. '.rhey can not u e the possibility of 
tariff legislation as a bugaboo, for the indu try will be stand­
ing erect on its own legs. 

That invettors have already sensed this truth is shown by an 
ad>ertisement which I received this morning announcing the 
formation of an independent sugar company in Colorado. The 
organizer, Ward Darley, is a man who has felt the fangs of 
the Sugar Trust, and t _ r~joices that we are about to strike the 
shackles from the limbs of this great industry. 

WILL AID COLORADO' S FRUIT RAISERS. 

But that will be only one of the many benefits which will 
inure to tile people of Colorado from this legislation. 

Under free sugar the consumers will save $1,400,000 a year, 
which now goes to swell the dividends of the Sugar Trust. 

When I began my campaign last year the sugar consumers of 
Colorado were paying $1 for 14 poundH of sugar. Under this 
bill they will receive from 20 to 25 pounds for a dollar. 

Colorado is one of the great fruit-raising States of the Union. 
Last year tens of thousands of dollars' worth of fruit perished 
in our orchards. If this industry is to be saved Colorado must 
be dotted with preserving and packing plants. To secure these 
plants we must ilave cheap sugar. 

To-day we produce ten times the sugar we consume, and we 
p·ay ...! cents a pound more for sugar than the same sugar is sold 
for on the docks of New York for export to England. 

11 we could buy our sugar at the cost of production, plus a 
reasona.ble interest on the capital actuilly invested L our sugar 
factories, we could build up in Colorado a packin:· and preserv­
ing industry which would be the pride of this Nation. 

Exhausti-ve study has convinced me of the truth of what I 
have said this afternoon. I would not knowingly do anytl1ing 
to retard the material prosperity of my State. I have lived there 
all my life. Every dollar I have in the world is invested there. 
I trust when my eyes are closing for my last long sleep they 
will be permitted to glimpse the snow-capped glory of her peaks. 
I believe I am a loving, loyal son of the Commonwealth, and I 
am convinced. that in voting for this bill I am rendering a dis­
tinct service to my State and its people. 

Tbe CHAIRMAN (l\.Ir. GARRETT of Texas). The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. At the request of the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee the Chair rec­
ognizes the gentleman from Illinois [l\.Ir. O'HAIR]. 

Mr . .MURDOCK. I was going to suggest that inasmuch a.s 
the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means was absent 
and I knew that he intended to recognize the gentleman fi·om 
Illinois [Mr. O'HAIB], I would yield him the time, out of the 
time of the gentleman from Alabama, however . . [Laughter.] 

The CHAIR~IAN. 'rhe gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O'H.Am] 
is recognized. 

Mr. O'HAIR. :Mr. Chairman, the courtesy of the distin­
guished Progressirn leader from Karnms [l\Ir. 1\IURDOCK] recalls 
very forcibly to my mind the generosity displayed by some of 
our friends on the minority side last fall. 

I trust that during the course of my remarks there will be no 
disturbance by loud and tumultuous applause. [Laughter and 
applause.] 
· The tariff question during the last 50 years has presented a 
subject for radical dispute amo,ng the American people, and. 
probably on no other question of public debate has there been 
such unanimous disagreement. 

~ If after all these years of discussion and public education the 
per cent of the people who know something about the tariff were 
as great as the per cent who never have been able to under­
stand it, we might then hope at some future time to arrive at a 
true solution of this great public problem. 

After reading and listening to a great number of speeches 
pre enting the tariff issue from an academic standpoint and 
after an honest attempt to try to understand the different 
theories of a harmonious tariff schedule as an entity, my brain 
feels very much as if it had been subjected to an electric buzzer 
or an attempt to read and understand the printed rules govern­
ing tllis House. 

I know this, however, and there seems to be no one with any 
reputation for good sense who contradicts the proposition, that 
the tariff is a tax and that the ultimate consumer has to pay 
the tax. With this much clear in my mind and uncontradicted 
I want to say that if a protective tariff tax produces prosperity 
it is the first instance among men, either savage or civilized, 
since the beginning of time that a tax has been regarded as an 
e>idence of prosperity and a thing altogether to be desired. 

'l.'he good people of the district which I have the honor of 
representing do not seem to be disturbed by the prospects of 
the enactment of this bill into law. I have not received one 
letter nor one telegram of protest from any of my friends or 

constituents, but I have receh·ed many communications in 
which con~ratulations were extended to tlie Democratic l'arty 
for the faithful manner in which it was proceeding to carry 
out to the letter the pledges of our platform. 

I. am no~ worrieu nor bothered ...-ery much over the theory of 
tariff makmg, because I am a believer in freedom · of all kinds 
under proper conditions-freedom of conscience freedom of 
speech, freedom of action, and freedom of trade r~lations wllen 
that time shall have arl'ived. 

I believe that the fewest laws of a restrictive nature with 
which it is possible to govern a civilized country are the most 
consistent with peace and prospeTity. 

Of course everyone realizes that the unnatural and artificial 
cond~t~ons. in some business interests, founded and built up by 
subsidies m the form of a protective tariff, must be let down to 
a common level and to their natural condition gradually. 

It takes about as long to walk down a bill as it did to walk 
to the top on the other side. It takes nearly as long to cure 
a chronic disease as the disease was in maturing. So it may 
take a considerable time to regulate these unnatural business 
concerns and to establish an understanding with them that they 
must do business without expecting the Government to protect 
them. 'l'o administer medicine enough at one do e to cure ail 
aggravated disease would result in death to the patient. So to 
attempt to right the evils which have grown up under the pro­
tective system at once might result injuriously. 

The Underwood bill, now before us for consideration is based 
on a splendid theory for lowering the tnriff bars and' as I see 
it, its different parts are in harmony one with the other. 

Of course under our present system we all recognize that 
funds must be raised with which to conduct the affairs of this 
Gov~rnment. That being true, the only theory that appeals to 
me is the one that places the burden of taxation most heavily 
upon the shoulders of those most able to bear it and who are 
least accustomed to bearing it under the system heretofore 
adopted by the Republican Party. 

I believe that there should be the least tariff on the neces­
saries of life and the highest tariff on the luxuries of life. 
And right here is a line not clearly marked nor defined as to 
what are necessaries and what are luxuries. 

A luxury is something that nobody needs, but which rich 
people buy because poor people can not. 

A necessary of life is something that everyone must have in 
order to live out bis full allotment of time. 

In reading this bill I have found a few things that I would 
change. Most of us would revise the Scriptures, no doubt. it 
we were given an opportunity. I would revise this bill by 
putting a tax of 100 per cent on diamonds of all kinds. as well 
as on pearls and jewelry. I believe that diamonds are of abso­
lutely no use on earth to mankind. The human race would 
live just as long and would be just as happy and healthy with­
out them as with them. I would rather have a crumb of bread 
and a drop of ~water with which to sustain life and enable me 
to live out my allotted time than a bushel of the finest diamonds 
and pearls in the world; and that is the reason I would put a 
high tax on diamonds. [Applause.] 

I do not think I should be accused of entertaining a preju­
dice against diamonds, or people who own diamonds or who 
expect to own them, because I also would raise the tariff on 
silks; and, if I am not mistaken, we have one silk dre s in 
our famHy. Silk is partly a luxury and pnrtly a necessity. A 
silk dress will warm the body. Silk wi11 serve as wearincr 
apparel, and to that extent is possessed of the elements of ~ 
necessary of life; but a large part of its value is made up of 
what might be termed useless, ornamental, and luxurious qual­
ities, and to that extent I would tax silk very high. Those 
who can afford silks and diamonds as luxuries would haYe to 
pay more dearly if I were making this bill thnn tlley will be 
compelled to pay under its provisions as it now stands. 

Tills bill could not possibly suit all Democrats. It probably 
is true that it does not in its entirety suit any Democrat, but I 
believe that it comes nearest being the composite belief and opin­
ion of what is right in this matter of any bill that could have 
been pre ented to this House. It pos· esses sufficient harmony to 
slide down from the top of the protective system to the common 
le>el of equal justice and the harbor of equal rights and privi­
leges. 

I will not say as, four years ago, 11id the nrnn who occupied 
the great office of President of the United States that this ls the 
best tariff bill that eyer ~as written. That sl'eech got that 
President into more trouble than everything el e that he eve\' 
said while he was President. I would not use such an exag­
gerated expression about this bill, but I will sny this about it, 
that it has the fewest faults of any bill thnt I bu--re l\Ud an 
opportunity to read. 
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Mr. Chairman, this law, if enacted, may disturb some busi­
ness interests; tllere are some business interests in this coun­
try that oug~t to be disturbed. Any business that has been 
fertilized by a protective tariff of personal favor and pampered 
privilege ought to be destroyed, but all of those business af­
fairs tlrnt haYe been created by the brawn and brain of Ameri­
can industry, that are fostered and fertilized by the honest en­
deavor of prog1:essive manhood, I do not believe need fear for 
one moment that their interests will be disturbed nor their trnde 
relations disast rously affected by the enactment of this tariff 
law. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. U1'"'DERWOOD- Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask how 
the time stands between the two sides of the House. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has used 
8 hours and 2 minutes and the gentleman from New York 9 
hours and 34 minutes. 

l\Ir. L~TDERWOOD. I now yield to the gentleman frorn,. 
Illinois [l\Ir. GORMAN]. 

Mr. GORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I approach the discussion of 
the bill now under consideration with some reluctance because 
of the great number of able and distinguished gentlemen on 
both sides of this Chamber who have eloquently and learnedly 
contributed of their vast store of knowledge on tariff legisla­
tion and legislative experience to the ana lysis of the pending 
bill, and the comparison of it with preceecling tariff measures, 
to the enlightenment of the House and the general information 
of the country. 
· I realize also that what I shall say here is uttered in the 
presence of master minds and of men who have devoted the 
best years of their lives to the service of the public, and who 
bring to the debate on the pending measure not only the ripe 
experience of many years, but also that confidence-which comes 
alone from long-continued service and devotion to the public 
weal. 

If I were to be guided by my personal feelings in the prem­
ises, I would content myself with simply voting as my judg­
ment and political convictions bid me, and spare myself the 
labor of preparing what I am about to submit as well as spare 
the House the discomfort of listening to my feeble contribution 
to a much discussed and now thoroughly analyzed tariff 
measure. 

But, l\Ir. Chairman, my own feelings and my regard for the 
feeling of the :Members of this body can not control me. I have 
been chosen to represent a congressional district in the great 
Collllllonwealth of Illinois, whose population, according to the 
last census, was more than 250,000 souls, and whose inhabitants 
are engaged in e\ery conceivable avenue of legitimate human 
endeavor. The farmer, the school-teacher, the banker, the 
laborer, the mechanic, the merchant, and the clergyman are all 
enumerated in the census of the third congressional district of 
Illinois, and the high order of that district's intelligence de­
mands of its Representative in Congress something more than 
the mere announcement of his vote on a measure which is 
designed to levy taxes on the people of the country amounting 
to hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, whether my action here be right or wrong, 
my guide in that regard shall be my conscience and my duty 
as I see it to those who have by their votes cast honor and re­
sponsibility upon me far beyond the measure of my worth, and 
in the discharge of that duty my ·first obligation is to give 
expression to those convictions which prompt my action, so 
that when my vote and act are submitted for scrutiny to those 
who have the right to scrutinize, they will know as well and 
be in a position to judge not only the act, but the motive which 
prompted it. 

The bill now under consideration is called a tariff bilJ, and 
all bills of like character, I find, from the beginning of the 
Government have been called tariff bills. 

I am prompted to inquire why such measures are called 
tariff bills. My limited knowledge of the science of legislation 
is my only excuse for suggesting the question, but I confess to 
a belief that the bill now under consideration and all other 
similar measures would be better entitled if they were called 
bills " to tax the American people for the maintenance of the 
Government," for such, in truth, e\ery tariff bill is. 

The legislative legerdemain practiced by the Republicans 
and their outcry for "protection to .American industries" and 
"the foreigner pays the tax" have led to a false impression 
that a tariff bill is not a taxation measure, and I belie\e that 
a plain designation of the bill by a title that truthfully ex­
~resses its purpose would help materially to destroy the illu­
sions as to who pays the tax and what is being "protected." 

Our Republican brethren in presenting tariff measures have 
• r e10·eted in the high-sounding phraseology of a bill "to · provide 
revenue, to protect American indu~tries, and for ·other pur-
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poses," whereas if no disguise were resorted to such bills should 
have been entitled in contrast to the measure now under consid­
eration, bills "to overtax the American people, to increase our 
crop of millionaires, and incidentally provide some revenue." 

There was a time when the Republicans boasted in justifica­
ti9n of their alleged protective measures that "the foreigner 
paid the tax," but I venture to assert that no gentleman on the 
other side of this Chamber will now assert that exploded and 
threadbare theory. They must confess that whatever revenue 
is deri,ed from the pending tariff measure as well as any pre­
ceding tariff measure that was enacted into the law must be 
paid by the ultimate A.merican consumer, except such revenue 
alone as is provided by the income-tax feature of the bill now 
under consideration. 

Dismissing all theory for the time being and looking squarely 
at the facts, we arc confronted with this situation: 

The Government needs for its economic management for the 
coming year, accoruing to the Treasury estimates. more than 
$800,000,000. 'l'his revenue can be derived only in the follow­
ing ways : Either by a direct tax on lhe American people or an 
indirect tax levied in thf' first instance on commodities shipped 
to our shores from abroad and eventually through the sale and 
distribution of those commodities to the ultimate consumer, who 
takes the commodity charged with its proportion of the tariff 
tax, which is included in its price and which proportion of the 
tax the ultimate consumer has to pay; or. this revenue may be 
derived by n combination of the direct and inclirect tax, as is 
proposed by the pending measure. 

The objections which ha>e been urgecl against this bill by 
those who sit on the other side of the Chamber are that the 
indirect taxes provided by the bill are not sufficient to produce 
the requisite revenue, and therefore it is not a revenue measure; 
that the income-tax clause of the bill is objectionable because 
it is new and untried; it is inquisitorial and will pro\e expensive 
and objectionable in its enforcement. Without conceding any 
forc:e or merit to these objections, they are entirely beside the 
issue. 

Taxes are necessary to the maintenance of the Government, 
and the levying of taxes is the highest function which govern­
ment can exercise. In the exercise of that great function the 
Government must be guided by a spirit of absolute and inde­
pendent justice to all its· people-men, women, and children. 

Any system of t l!xation which is leYied on the taxp:lyer with­
out regard to his proportion or his ability to pay is wrong. The 
indirect system of taxation, coupled with the doctrine of extreme 
protection, as advocated. by the Republicans, ha s proven viciou in 
its application. To determine whether protection is right or 
wrong as a system of taxation, its effect upon the great masses 
of the people, when applied to one of the great necessities of life, 
it strikes me is a fair way to test the question, and as the Payne­
Aldrich law is the last e:>..-rpression by the Republican Pa rty on 
the subject of protective-tariff legisla tion, and as Schedule K 
of that law, which deals with wool and woolen manufactures, is 
the most pronounced application of the protection principle, and 
as wool is a great, if not the greatest. necessity to the consum­
ing masses of the people, I shall direct the attention of the 
House briefly to the famous Schedule K. 

Under the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich law wool yarns 
used in knitting and mending socks and stockings are taxed 
79.44 per cent, woolen underwear is taxed 93.29 per cent, woolen 
dress goods 9D.70 per cent, and ready-made woolen suits are 
taxed 79.29 per cent. The items which I ha\e here enumerated 
are absolute necessities to the farmer and workingman. I 
maintain that when the American workingman, whose wealth 
usually consists of his wife. his children, his daily wage, and his 
ability to earn a living. is obliged to pay 79 per cent of the price 
of the yarn used in knitting and mending socks and stockings, 
93 per cent of the cost of the woolen underwea r used by his 
family, 99 per cent of the price of their woolen dress goods, and 
79 per cent of the price of their ready-made suits of clothes in 
taxes for the support of his Government he is paying far more 
than his just share and is being taxed far beyo::id his ability to 
pay, as the family of the average American workingman is five 
children, while the millionaire's family is usually less in num­
ber than that of the workingman. They buy no yarn for knit­
ting or mending socks, their suits are not ready-made, the 
raiment of the millionaire's family is usually silk or satin, and 
it is not unusual, I am told, for them to go a.cross the water to 
make such purchases as they require. 

The Republican Party regards Schedule K in the Pnyne­
Aldrich bill a necessary measure to protect American industry, 
and insists that it is for the benefit of the American work­
ingman. 

Tallyrand once sa.id : " Language is used chiefly to concea1 
thought." Our Republican friends have developed into past 
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ni'n~ler of tlle a rt of using l:rngml'.,.e according to Tallyrnn<l's 
conception o! ils us . Dut the American p€ople h:n·e a different 
Wen a bout the uso of l:rngna;;e, and they demand that all inn­
"'lI.ag-e- :mcl es pecially tha t which is u~ed 111 our statutes-shall 
be designed not to conceal but to ex:vress thought. The language 
of Schedule K. while it is said to be intended for the protection 
of American industry and Americ:1n lauor, in fact permits the 
plunde.r:· of the public by the Wool Trust. 

It might be interesting to ob!::errn thnt the total number 
of people engaged in woolen-manufacturing industries in the 
lJnited States, according to the census of 1005. was 179.97G, and 
of this number 12,fil.3 were children under the age of J6 ye-.i.rs. 
Is it justifiable on any ground, let me ask-economic, patriotic, 
humanituian. or any other concei1able ground-that 92,000.000 
people should be taxed from 79 per cent to 99 per cent on a11 the 
woolen goods they buy in order that the wool-manufactming 
industry in America should lirn? 

Is such a tax necessary in order to protect the woolen in­
dustry? And from what is it to be protected? Will yom an­
swer be the "pauper labor of Europe"? If so, I must nsk that 
you be more specific. Please designate the country from whieb 
this "pauper labor" comes. You can not mean Germauy, be­
cause Germany has a tariff as prohibit"iYe as our own, and 
according to your philosophy pauper labor can not exist where 
a protecti"ve tariff obtains. The same may be said of France 
and Italy and, in fact, of e,-ery country of Europe with the 
exception of England. But there is another reason why you 
can not designate the country from which this so-caIJed "pauper 
labor•• comes, and that is that you dare not tand upon the public 
platform in your congressional districts and spedfy the pauper 
labor of Germany, beca use every son of the fatherland knows 
as well as you know that there is no pauper labor in Ger­
many that the American workino-man need fear; and to 
de ignnte Italy, France, or Great Britain as the country from 
which pauper labor emanates would be to insult the intelligence 
of tbe German, French, Italian, or British American citizen, 
and would doubtless result in the Joss of his vote to the Repub­
lica n Party. The "pauper 1abor" of Europe argument is be­
coming as hollow sounding and insincere as the timeworn argu­
ment, "the foreigner pays the tax." 

But Jet us take another view of tills tariff proposition as it 
applies to the woolen industry. That being the best protected 
jndustry in America, according to the PHyne-Aldrich bill, it 
would be logical to suppose, if protection affected wages, that 
the wages of the woolen-mm employec>s would be the highest 
in America. But such is not the fact. Thf' disclosures result­
ing from the in>estigation that grew out of the Lawrence strike 
exposed the horrible conditions under which the employees of 
the woolen mills llve, and the fact was there e ·tablished that 
they are a mong the poorest-paid emp1oyees in America. On the 
other hand. if we look for the best-pa.id employees in America, 
we must go to an industry that is in no way l"Onnected witb 
ta.riff bills or schedules. The men employed in the building 
trades are among the highest-paid employees in the United 
States, and their wages are not due to a protectivE: tarifl', but to 
their intelligence, their experience, their efficiency, and the 
sh·ength of tile trades-unions. 

Yet, under the guise of protection to .American industries, the 
American farmer and workingman is taxed from 79 per cent 
to 99 per cent on all the woolen yarn, woolen underwear, 
woolen dress goods, and ready-made suits he buys to protect 
an industry that employs nearly 13,000 little boys and girls un­
der the age of 16 years. Thirteen thousand little boys and girls 
are being sacrificed on the altar of corporation greed, are being 
exploited by woolen manufacturers, are being-

l'ilade to lose the freedom of the sod, 
And, like a colt, for work be shod. 
And made to tread t he mills of toil 
Up and down in ceaseless moil. 

And all this in order that the wool manufacturer might wor­
ship his golden calf. 

I heard the gentleman from Pennsylvania ~Ir. HULINGS] say 
tha t there were many good features in the Underwood bill for 

' which he would like very much to vote, but that there were 
some features to which he had objections and for which he would 
not vote. I agree with the gentleman from Pennsylvania. that 
there are some fentures in this bill which are not exactly as 
they might be. There nre schedules in this bill which, 4.1 my 
judgment, are still too high; but I want to say to my Progressive 
friends that when they compare the good features of the bill 
with what they are plea......<:ed to consider objectiouab1e features 
they will find that the good points far outweigh the objection­
able ones, and that is more than can be said for uny Republican 
tariff bill that was ever passed. They were au bad, but some 
parts were worse than others. You gentlemen of the Progressive 

Party must not expect us to present a pei·fect bill; you exact 
too much of us when you ask us to correct all the wrono-s of 
50 years of Republican misrule in a single legislative act. 

0 

. It has been frequently asserted by gentlemen on the other 
side ·of the aisle that the tariff is not the cau a of our hi!?h 
cost of linng, but that the increased cost of di tribution °is 
responsible for the high cost of living. I concede that the cost 
of distribution has materially increased in recent years and 
that it has manifested it elf upon the cost of all the neccEsi­
ties of life, but this increased cost of di stribution is directly 
traceable to the high protective tariff. All prices under the 
protectiv~ s:rstem are artificial-the price of distribution as well 
as the price of the commodity. 

Protet;tion is nothing more than a promise to secure for the 
manufacturer of a commodity a price for his product that the 
consumer. would not otherwise pay, and every dollar added 
to the pr1.ce of a commodity in tariff taxes causes just so much 
more . capital to be tied up in the great work of distribution. 
If the p~ice of a commodity is increased 50 per cent by reuson 
of a tanff tax, then the amount of capital required of eYery 
wholesaler and reta.iler handling that commodity must be in­
creased in proportion. 

The tariff does not protect the distributor; he pays the in­
cre~sed. price •. and this increase of price enters into every trans­
action m which that commodity enters. Like watered stock 
which adds nothing to the tangible assets of a corporatio~ 
yet is required to earn dividends, that part of the price bf a 
commodity which is artificial imposes its proportion of burden 
upon the ultimate consumer just as the watered stock imposes 
upo~ the public who must pay the dividencls its unneces ary 
public burden, and the artificial proportion of the price of a 
commodity i~ pa sed from the wholesaler through all the proc­
esses of distribution to its last victim, the ultimate consumer. 
This artificial price, which requires the use of more capital 
docs not increase the amount of labor performed, does not in: 
cr~a::;e the n?IDber of .employees in a given industry, and accom­
plishes nothing by virtue of its increase of cost which could 
not be as well accomplished, and perhaps better so, if tbe price 
were determined by competition and not be arbitrarily fixed 
by a prohibith-e tariff. 

But, Mr. Chairman, there is another feature of the protectiYe 
system thnt is worthy of our attention at thi time-in connec­
tion with the wool schedule in particular. I have hea rd it said 
and doubtless others in this House haYe heard it stated al .,0

1 

that very little, if any, of the goods now on the market labeled 
" wool " is, in fact, all wool. Shoddy, nails , and vegetable 
fibers are said to be large constituents in what now pa ses for 
pure wool and is charged for as such. This is another of the 
many evils of a prohibitive tariff. It ena bles the manufac­
turer to foist upon the consumer a cheap, inferior article, and 
the consumer must accept it and pay the price a sked since there 
is no competition. 

1 

Mr. Chairman, this bill carries with it a feature that no 
patriotic citizen can well refuse to support. Under our direct 
syst~ o~ ta;xation the surplus wealth of the country wa s 
escdpmg its Just burden for the support of the Government 
which lay henYily upon the great consuming m asses of ou; 
people. 

The income-tax clause of the pending tari.ff bill marks a new 
era in our fi scal system. 

It may be true, as some on the other side of the aisle as­
sert, that the income tax will prove obnoxious, but if it does 
it will be obnoxious only to those who have for years been 
escaping their just burden of taxa tion and are still unwill ing 
to accept the new order; it may be an expensh·e way to collect 
taxes, but if it is it will be because those who ought to pay 
throw obstacles in the way of its collection; it may be in­
quisitorial, but if it is it will be becau e thos who ha ve for 
years been enjoying the sheltering shade of the protecfrrn-tariff 
wall are now unwilling to come out into the open and contribut e 
their just share to the support of that Government which for 
years has lavished its favors upon them. 

The enactment of the income tax and a reduction in tariff 
duties is but respon sive to an awakened public sentiment and an 
aroused public conscience. 

Ne...-er again will any political party have the hardihood to 
perpetrate upon the American people the outrages that were 
inflicted upon them by t be Dingley and Payne-Aldrich tariff 
bills. The false theories of protection are gradually being ex­
ploded. That the foreigner pays the tax; that n protective tariff 
produces revenue; that protection, so called, protects the Ameri­
can workingman against pauper labor of Europe are gradually 
being thrown into the dust beap of oblivion \Vith all the other 
follies and, hobgoblins that prog1'ess, truth, and education have 
turned their searchlight upon and made to vanish. 
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I would not have anyone infer from what I have said here 
that I am an advocate of low prices, but when the cost of living 
increases out of all proportion to the increase in wages the sys­
tem which permits such conditions to exist must be changed. 

According to the bulletins of the Department of Labor, the 
wholesale prices of farm products had increased in 1907 over 
the prices of 1896, 75.01 per cent. Food had increased in price 
during the same period 40.06 per cent. Clothing had increased 
in price during that period 38.08 per cent, while ~ages had 
increased 01!ly 29.02 per cent. Farm products had increased 
in 1012, 118.0S per cent; food, 66.05 per cent; clothing, 32.02 per 
cent over the price of the same commodities in 1896. 

This lack of proportion is due in large measure, if not en­
ti rely, to tlle evils resulting from the protective system and the 
extremes to which it has been carried. 

In deliYering his message to Congress on April 7, the Presi­
dent said: 

We have seen ta 1·iff legislation wander very far afield in our day­
very far indeed from the field in which our prosperity might have had 
a normal growth and stimulation. No one wbo looks the racts squarely 
in the face 01· knows anythin~ that lies beneath the surface of action 
can fail to perceive the principles upon which recent tariff legislation 
h ave been based. We long ago passed beyond the .modest notion of 
" protecting" the industries of the country and moved boldly forward 
to the idP.a that they were entitled to the direct patronage of the 
Government. 

This language hHs no weight with our Republican friends, I 
know; but I will quote to them the words of one who once had 
weight with them, and if his words have no weight with Repub­
licans now it is because the Republicans of to-day have wan­
dered fa:r afield from the principles that actuated their great 
leaders of the past. . 

The words I am about to quote were uttered by one who 
grar.ed these Halls with his presence, and many a time did these 
corridors ring with his eloquence and might. He lives to-day, 
and will forever, in the loving, patriotic memory of his country­
men. He was the second of our three martyred Presidents, 
James A. Garfield. 

On April 1, 1870, the House being in Committee of the Whole, 
having under consideration a bill• to provide revenue, Mr. Gar­
field said: 

I hold that a properly adjusted competition between home and foreign 
products is the best gauge by which to regulate international trade. 
Duties should be so bigh that our manufacturers can fairly compete 
with tbe foreign products1 but not so high as to enable them to drive 
out tho foi·eign article, enJOY a monopoly of the trade, and regulate the 
price as they plea se. 

This is my doctrine of protection. If Congress pursues this line of 
policy we shall, year by year, approach more nearly to the basis of free 
trade, because we shall be more nearly able to compete with other 
nations on equal terms. I am for a {>rotection which leads to ultimate 
free trade. I am for free trade wh1cb can only be achieved through 
a reasonable protection. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have wandered far afield in tariff leg­
islation in recent years, and an aroused public conscience has 
summoned those who are charged with the responsibility of leg­
islation to lead the way back to the trail that was blazed by 
the founders of the Republic. We must make the Government 
be the servant of all the people; in the levying of tn.xes we must 
have regard to proportion and the ability of the taxpayer to 
pay; we must permit no man who enjoys the benefits of our 
Government to escape his just share of its responsibilities. We 
must assess taxes with a view to maintaining the Government 
and not with a view to giving any class of our population undue 
advantages over any other class. Class legislation must be 
avoided if the Republic is to endure. 

I have beard much talk from the Republican side these last 
few days about a tariff board, and their loud protestations have 
prompted me to. inquire as to how long our Republican friends 
have favored a tariff' board. I find that in their national plat­
form of 1904 they say no one but the Republican Party is com­
petent to deal with the tariff. In 1908 they are silent on the 
proposition of a tariff board, and in 1912 the tariff board is men­
tion for the first time in a Republican platform. In 1904, when 
they were· in full power and posse~sed of much conceit, they would 
not notice a tariff board, bnt after they were driYen out of power 
in the House of Representat ives in 1910, and with defeat staring 
them in the face in 1912, in a last desperate effort to win back 
that public confidence which they had abused and to try to 
stem the tide of popularity which l\Ir. Roosevelt and the Pro­
gressive Party were developing they went on record in their 
national platform of 1912 as being in favor of a tariff board, 
to be appointed by the President or Congress. The American 
people went on record also in 1912 in favor of a tariff commis­
sion of their own choosing. That commission, chosen by the 
people and responsible to the people, consisting of a Democratic 
House of Representatives, a Democratic United States_ Senate, 
and a Democratic President of the United States, have presented 
their bill for the reYision of the tariff downward; that bill has 

been received by this House and the country with approval, 
and the people eagerly await its enactment into law. The Demo­
cratic Party was commissioned by the people to do what the 
Republicans promised to do- and failed of doing. We propose 
to redeem our pledges to the people. Under the pending bi11, 
when enacted into law, the entire American people will pros­
per, American industries will thrive, and the croaking of the 
pessimist will be silenced by the hum of industry and the whirl­
ing wheels of commerce. We are about to enter u11on the great­
est period of peace, prosperity, and plenty that our country has 
ever known. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CoPLEY]. 

Mr. COPLEY. Mr. Chairman, I believe that, with the excep­
tion of some question which involves the honor of this Nation 
and its people, no problem can come before this Congress which 
more vitally affects the welfare and the well-being of the people 
of our country than the tariff, the fiscal policy of the Govern­
ment, in so far as it makes for the prosperity of all our people. 
I find most eminent authorUy for this opinion. In the last num­
ber of a prominent American magazine the distinguished Presi­
dent of the United States himself expresses the idea that it is 
absolutely essential for the general welfare of all .peoples that 
they should be well fed, well clothed, and adequately housed. 
In other words, that it is the prime function of government to 
legislate in such manner, if possible, that the great body of citi­
zens shall prosper. 

UNSCIENTIFIC ARRANGEMENT OF DUTIES. 

I will not take your time in an extended survey of the his­
tory of tariff legislation in this and other countries, nor am I 
going to impose upon your patience by attempting to review, 
item by item, House bill No. 3321. I frankly confess my in­
ability to do this, and I marvel at the mental grasp of a com­
mittee of my colleagues who, giving but a few hours a day for 
a comparatively brief period, have been able to satisfy them­
selves that the duties levied by this measure are fixed at such 
a figure as promotes industry and prosperity in this country to 
the highest degree. 

All the more I marvel when I consider that these same men 
have the same routine, ·time-consuming, nerve-devouring tasks 
to perform for the benefit of the people of their respective dis­
tricts which my own constituents ask of me. But even this 
wonder vanishes and blends into a much greater one when I 
consider how a caucus of a great party meets and reads over 
this bill, item by item, probably the first time that one out of 
ten of you had ever seen it, and after each man has presented the 
needs for some modification in behalf of the particular indus­
tries of his district, you all finally agree that it was just right as 
it was presented to you and join unanimously in banding this 
bill on to the House of Representatives as your party's panacea 
for all the ills from which the good people of this country arc 
suffering. 

As a patriotic American I share with you in your hopes that 
this bill will be followed by general prosperity, although my 
business training and a lifetime study of industrial conditions 
rai e in my mind a very grave and considerable doubt. I -.vould 
feel more confidence, and I think this would be shared gen­
erally by the people of this country, if we knew the facts from 
which your conclusions are drawn. So far as I am able to see, 
the majority party in caucus finally expresses its confidence in 
the judgment of their colleagues who make up a majority of 
the Ways and Means Committee, and that committee. to the 
best of my knowledge and belief, in turn expresses its confidence 
in the distinguished chairman. 

Now, gentlemen, I am ready for the test. If my theories of 
a lifetime have bee:i wrong I sh:ill be only too glad to ncknowl­
edge it, but believing in them, as I do, and knowing that they 
a re shared by more than 80 per cent of -the people of my dis­
trict, I should feel recreant to my trust did I not register a pro­
test against this or any other bill on a subject so vital to the 
welfare of all of them, which was prepared by a few men. in 
hearings which were practically secret, and without the aid of 
unprejudiced, nonpartisan experts of the highest character and 
ability, who had access to all the resources of this Government 
and had in their employ engineers, agriculturists. and account­
ants of ability and established reputations for !'airness; in short, 
if the bill were based on information provided by a tariff com­
mission, similar to the one legislnted out of existence by the 
Democratic majority of this House last year, and for no other 
reason than that its findings disproved an the preconceived 
theories which your party has maintained practically ever i-;ince 
its foundation, findings that, in my judgment, will again be 
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reaffirmed by the effect of this tariff bill on the industrial pros­
perity of this country. 

EFFECT OF BTLL \lTAL. 

I am sore that each ~1ember of Congress recognizes just as 
fully ns I do the fact that thjs bill itself is \·itul, nnd on it 
success or failure re~ts the future of the political party now in 
power. At this point my wonder merges into admiration for 
your courage. You are certainly stakin" tlie- future of your 
party on this bill. I do not know hat . oa could reaJly help it. 
Yon were ordered to do it by your party plntform. 'l'his was 
inuorsed by a doubtful 42 per cent of the voters of this country. 
while the platforn:s of the Progre ire and Republican P~1rties. 
demanding the principle of protection on exact and scientific 
informntion, baSC'd on the findings of a tariff commission. was 
imlorsed by o•er 52 per cent of all the "\'"Oters of this country. 
Your imperative orders find tbeir source from a politica.1 party 
hopelessly in the minority among the voters of .lle country. 

REAL PROBLEU. 

The problem which confront8 you is a delicate one at best­
to increa e the purchasing power of a dollar when measured by 
the nece sities of life and at the same time not to proportion­
ately increa e the purchasing power of that same dolla r when 
measured by human labor nnd human endeaYor; in other words. 
to reduce the cost of necessities witbont reducing the wages 
paid to Inbor at the same time and in the same proportion-to 
n:.&intain the purchasing power of the worker. 

The chairman of the Ways and i\ eans Committee, in his 
opening speech, while expressing some dor:bt about the imme­
<linte fulfillment of this much-desired condition. seems to a 
surne thnt tile incre~ sed cost of lh'in.g has been made up in 
grent part by the tariff. Another distinguished member of the 
committee lnst year, who, unfortunately for tbe country, is not 
with us at this time, in a speech on· the la t day of the last ses­
sion. cited severa l in tances where the cost of diStlibution en­
terccl much more mnterfally into the cost of these neces ities to 
the consumer than did the tariff. 

There are two gre::it divisions of this subject-decreasing the 
cost of nece ~ities. and ruaintaining the wages paid to the 85 
per cent of our people who must rely on the returns from their 
labor for their ability to pay for the e necessities. 

I sbnll first address myself briefly to the influence of the 
taliff on the prices of necessities. 

IIBLATION OF TA.RIFF TO COST OF DISTIUBUTIOX---OY WOOL. 

Tbe report of the Tariff Commi sion created in lWD shows 
conclusi•ely that on woolen clothes the i:Jcreased cost due to 
the tariIT on raw wool and the tariff on woolen cloths 
rrnonnted to Jes than 10 per <:>ent of the pice which the ulti ­
m11 te consumer pnid ·' i." bis clothing. whereas the cost of dis­
tribution, or the handling from the time it left the manufac­
turer's hnnds. including the retailer's profit. amounted to an 
averaO'e of more than 35 per cent of the selling price of a fin­
ished suit of clothes. This report is open to you. It is com­
plete. :rnd if on srndy it you cnn arrive 3t no other conclu ion. 
This bill is not going to entirely remove the tariff on a suit of 
clothes. In effect it will reduce the selling cost between 4 and 5 
per cent, providin"' the entire saving is ~ven to the ultimate 
consumer-n concluf'ion involyed in very serions <lonbt. 

I t<lke pride in the belief that the district which I have the 
honor to represent is one of the best and most typical in this 
entire country. It contains 28 cities. towns, and villages above 
1.000 population, :1110 all but 3 of these are Je~s thnn 5.000. 
In the. e 25 I am pretty wen acquainted, knowing most of the 
merchants b nnme and face, and I am equally well acquainted 
in at least 30 more villages smaller than these. I am prep::treo 
to m:ike this stntement. that at this enormous app:1rent margin 
of profit on re.i lly-made clothing, amounting to more thnn 50 per 
cent of the tlrice at which they purehased it, or more thnn 35 
per cent of the price at wbkh they t:ell it, not one single mer· 
t.!hnnt for the last 20 yenrs has made anythlng more than fnir 
wn!!es o\er and above the interest on the investment in his 
stock of goons. And in the three larger cities not more than 
one or two firms in each has marle more than a modest com­
petence during that Fame period of time. and with thnt same 
apparent margin of profit. But the rearly-made clothing depart­
ments of the great stores in Chicago, Jess than 50 miles distant 
from any one of the e communities. haYe bnnded in hundreds 
and hundreds of thousands of dollars a year profit, and in some 
in tances it runs into the milJions. 

It i - clearly a problem of distribution and not a question of 
the tariff m<1teria1Jy increasing the cost to the consumer. 

I am unable to see any way in which this bill is going to make 
it possible for these small merchants in the smailer communi­
ties to bnndle woolen clothing on any Jess margin than the 
present, which affords them merely a living, unless this entire 

tariff Rcbeme of yours is followei:l by a beating clown of the 
standnrd of living of the small merchant anll !Jis fnmi l -. a .· well 
as the artisan, in this country to a point \Ybere it more neariv 
corresponds to that in Yogue in the pl'incipal countries o"f 
Europe. 

The Tariff Commission's report on cotton bows exnctly the 
snme conditions. In the cnse of cotton cloth we have iu thi 
country a speciaUy cnrnb.er ome, e.s:pensh·e. and, I tbiuk. un­
neces!:'ai·y system of distribution. and yet I cnn not find any 
one item in this bill that wilJ tend to reduce the c . t of cli ·­
tlibution under the cotton schedule, unles again tile mer­
chants b undling that commodity are benten u orrn to the $b:nd­
ard which satii::fie men engaged in similar line~ in En~lnnd an1l 
in Germany. Th e merchants in the small towns ia thi!-1 count 1·:r 
are able-bodied men. They h:ne tried to follow the rnercb:mts 
in larger cities in fitting up attrnctiYe little tore... They gfre 
their entire attentfon to their business. whereas the nrne Jin 
of goods in tbe European coantries are hnndled in nrneh ~ma ll~r. 
much Ies pretentiou shops, kept by th wi"res and chiluren­
the nonwage-earrung members of the faruiiy. 

RELATIO:.'li OF TAI::IliF T;) COST OF DISTRIBUTIO ·-os l\11LK. 

Take the item of milk. The splendid little city of El~in is 
located in the di tiict which I baYe the honor to repr>. ent. 
Elgin gi•es its name to the grent dairy interests of the ~ficldle 
West. Only the first of thi month the milk producer of that 
ten·itory were in a conte t with the milk lrn:rer a to the pric 
which they should receive for milk on the fnrm. Tbe buyer<! 
offered the price of la yenr-$1.40~ per 100 pounds. The pro· 
ducers demanded 1.50. The price which the buyer,:1 offered 
would aYernge a fracti on under 3 cent per qnart; tlle price 
which the producers asked would a•erng-e a little less thnn B± 
cents per quart. And yet th1s same milk is retailin~ 1lt c-ents 
per qunrt in Chicago-. !es tllnn 50 mile di tant. lf the bnyers· 
price bad prerniled, it meant that they would add 166 per cent 
to thefr cost on the fn rm to cover tbe cost of their distribution 
and their profits for the same. or 62~ per cent of lbe sel lin~ 
price \Vould be used for that purpose. repre en ting the co. t of 
handling after it hnd been <lelivered from the fi.irm. The duty 
on milk under the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. now prerniling is 
one-half cent per quart. I doubt if any of that duty is andecl 
to the cost of milk anywhere: yet if it is all repre. ented it 
would mean only 6 per cent of the ultimate co t to the con­
sumer, while tbe cost of dl tribution amounts to 62! per cent 
of that cost. 

When I was a boy in all the man towns a considerable per­
centage of the people of the neighborhood kept one or more 
cows. Tbe father of the family usually did the milking after 
his day's work was done. unless. perhaps. he hlld n boy old 
enough to be drafted for this purpose and not old enou~h to 
organize a successful rebellion. The neighbors sent their chil­
dren for the milk. They took it home in tin pails 1md pitchers. 
which had uot been pr \-iously sterilized. The milker binu;etf did 
not have a cement floor in his barn. as is now demnnrtPd. and be 
did not take .the time to have his hand mani nred before sitting 
down to milk. The milk was not kept at a low temper;1t11re and 
was not put into separate bottles previously sterilized and sealed 
with germ-proof caps. 

The manager of one of the great milk-diFtributing firms told 
me only a few weeks ago that their average breaknge in bottles 
alone cost them more than one-fourth of a cent on each quart 
of milk sold. 

The system of milk distribution in the great cities is also un­
nece sarily expensive. Tbe general manager of tbe firm making 
the largest :::i.mount of machinery designed for tbe purpm;e of 
handling milk and cream told me last January that ::.s he left 
the building in which his apartment wai:; located thnt morntng 
there were six milk wagons standing in front nnrl the <lrl\·pr 
of each was scurrying through the building carrying only one 
or two bottles. This is manifestly a most wnsteful syRtem of 
distribution,. but it is the Ie~itimate working out of an economic 
competition-the bnttle of wits. 

I venture the statement that 1 cent per quart co11ld be <'ut 
from the price of milk delivered in e>ery large C'ity in this 
country if the system of distribution were arranged o thnt 
there was not an unnecessary duplication of capital anfl lnhnr. 

Take tbe question of dres ed beef. The preRent tnriff f<: 1i 
cents per pound. and yet beef went up the equivalent of more 
than 3 cents per pound in the Chicago markets in ide of no 
days last year. This must show conclusively thnt the tariff hns 
little. if anything, to do with the cost of beef: otherwise. foreign 
dressed beef would have come into this country tbe minate tlle 
increase in price had passed the H cents per ponnd. The reHMO 
for the high cost of beef is entirely another story and has little 
to do with the present discussion. 
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The fact is that the cost of milk, butter, eggs, poultry, beefy 
mutton, pork, potatoes, carTots, onions, beans, cabbages. and 
other -vegetables are less on the farm in this country than in 
any civilized country with which we compete industrially; and 
yet when they reach our homes they cost very much more. It 
is a pro·blem of distribution. No tariff commission will be doing 
its full duty to. the counh·y unless it follows the Ilnes laid down 
by the last one, and traces e'l"'ery single item trom its veTy be­
ginning to the ultimate consumer and shows the cost at every 
stage. 

RELATIO::-. OF TARIFF TO COST OF DISTRIBUTION-ON CHINA.. 

Let us 1n ke some of the articles that are not in such general 
use and :see what pel" cent of difference the tariff makes in the 
selling price · of those articles. I have in my hands two plates. 
I know that a dozen plates exactly like this I have here were 
sold by one of the principal dealers in Chicago less than three 
years ago for $44. I know that a dozen of exactly these sarue · 
plates are sold by the American commissary in Colon to the 
employees of the Government there for $14. 

:Mr. MURDOCK. Are those the :identical plates? 
Mr. COPLEY. The identical plates. Bat there is no duty 

paid on them on the zone. The commissary pays $11 per dozen 
for these plates in Engltlnd. The denier in Chicago can buy 
them just as cheap. The duty of 60 per cent adds $6.60. He 
can lay them down in Chicago for Jess than $18 per dozen and 
yet he sells them at $44 per dozen, an apparent profit of $26., 
or an increase of 144 p~r cent over the entire cost, including 
the dnty, or 60 per cent of the entire seHing price goes to pay 
the cost of distribution. Tbe duty of $6.GO is only 15 per cent 
of the selling cost of these plates. The cost of distribution in 
this instance adds four times aB much to the selling price as 
does the tariff. 

Here is another plate which cost the American commissary 
$12 per dozen, or $1 apiece. The duty on this grade is $7.20 
per dozen. They can be laid down in Colon for the American 
commissary at less than 80 cents additional per do"zen, or they 
can be laid down in .. 'ew York City at less than $20 per dozen, 
indud:ing duty. I have a Jetter from a very prominent dealer 
in New York offering to replace these plates at $60 per doZ"en. 
He fignres his cost of distribution to be $40 per dozen on these 
plates, or 200 per cent added to their tota1 cost to bim laid down 
in l\"ew York, or exactly 661 per .cent of the e~tire sel1ing price is 
represented by bis cost of distribution. Tbe distribution in this 
instance adds fh·e and one-half times more to the cost to the 
ult:iruate consumer than does the tariff. These articles are not 
produced in this country and consequently the entire duty is 
adde to their eost. In the case of milk, as I have shown, there 
is probably nothing added for the tariff. In the case of clothing 
and cotton goods. and other things in which there is local com­
petition in this country, some percentage of the tariff is added 
to the cost to the ultimate consumer, and it is worth oar while 
to ba'i'e figured out for us by a competent and disinte1·ested 
board ju L exactly what perc:entage this amounts to in the 
various articles of common use by the masses of the people. 

Fifty-two per cent of all the men who went to the polls and 
-voted last NOTember indorsed that principle; yet you gentle­
men are overlooking that fact and are following a doubtfuJ 42 
per cent. When I can them doubtful it is for the reason that 
many of the Democrats of the North are protectionists at heart. 
In nddition to this. the President undoubtedly received a very 
snbstantinJ number of ¥-O·tes from men who always want th
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higbest kind of a tariff irrespective of the facts. because they 
were actuated by a fear lest a certain distinguished gentiem:Jn. 
whose methods have not always pleased them, might possib-ly be 
elected to the Pre Mency. Many of these voters are well mean­
ing, bnt nearsighted. Tbey thought th:it the specter over theilr 
shoulder was the evil one himself. Instead, he is actually 
offering them and all the rest of the people of th.is colIDtry :indus­
trial prosperity on the basis of a square deal for everybody. 
[.Applause.} 

Briefly, this shows the difficulty of materially increasing the 
purchasing power of a dollar unless you remove the duty from 
those articles which are not produced in this country. 

EFFECT OF H. R. 3321 ON WAGE'S-ON STEEL. 

Now, let us look at the other side of the question, the proba­
bility of maintaining wages; in other words~ at the same ti.me 
holding up the purchasing power of that do-llar when measured 
by human labor. 

Take the question of steel: I submit herewith a statement of 
the comparative wages paid in thls country and in England and 
Germnny, showing that the labor cost of the finished product in 
Pe1msy~\ania and Ohio exceeds. the labor cost iµ England b.y 
approximately 44 per cent and exceeds that in. Gei-many by more 
than 60 per cent# · 

Let me here quote from the President's address, an page 132 
of the CONGBESSIONAL RECORD of .A.pril 8, 1913: 

The object of tlle tariff duties henceforth laid must be etl'eeUve com­
petition, the whetting of American wits by contest with the wits of the 
rest of the worlu. 

It must be apparent to· each of you that while we are whetting 
our wits the rest of the world is also whetting its wits, and if 
the iron founders of the competing countries ha•e the same 
intelligence, if they have whetted theil' wits against ours, if they 
use the same type of machinery which we have, either they must 
increase their labor cost to equal ours-an inconceivable hy­
pothesis-or we must decrease our labor cost to equal theirs, 
not only if we are going to compete in the markets of the world, 
but if we are going to hold the American market itself against 
outside invasion. Everything else being equal, matching wits 
and finding equal intelligence, we must: match the prices paid 
for labor if we are going to continue to compete in the general 
cost of the finished product. 

ON WATCHE'S:. 

Take the item of watches: The American watchmaker re­
ceives on an average just about two and one-fourth times as 
much as the watchmaker of Switz.erland. Now, if we match 
only our wits against the wits of the watchmaker in that 
country, and he uses the same type of machinery as wee do, 
with the lesser wages which he would have to pay, there ean 
be no question as to the fate of that industry in Amei:iea_ 

OS TYPEWRITERS. 

Typewriters-another industry which uses bigb1y skiHed 
mechanics. The Remington Typewriter Co. maintains p-lants 
in the United States, England, Germany, and Frnnee, and in 
the United States averages paying just about twice as much 
in wages. In this case it does not become a battle of executive 
wits. These plants are owned by the same people, managed by 
the same minds, and must necessarily produce the typewriters 
that are sold in America in wha teve? country that wm put 
them down in the distTibuting centers o:f this cormtry at the 
lowest figure. 

It.EAL EPFE:€'I' ON LABOR. 

I will not weary you by ..,going into the balance O·f the 
schedules. Some men who are now making boots and shoes in 
America will find themselves out of employment; so wilE some 
men who are manufachlring woolen goods and rotton good8, 
wh<> are manufacturing steel and w3tcbes and typewriters. 
These- men whose occupntions in this coUlltliy are gone will be 
unable to foflow the industry to the other countries. Tbe-y 
and their families can not possibly obliterate themselves from 
the face of the earth. They must lire, and' the only a-renue 
left is to try to get the job of some other mun. The most 
natural thing would be to atteinpt to get a plnce in the S.'1me 
line of industry in which they are trainecl. Thnt mnkes mo 
men biddtng !Or one j~b. There can be but one result. '.fhe 
law of supply and demand, t<> whlch the chairman of the Wnys 
and :Means Committee referred in his speech. gm·erns labor in 
our present sebeme of society just as relentlessly ns· it does 
any other department of trade. Prices will be reduced antl wiH 
be followed by some men being driven from employment in thnt 
pnrticular Hue. Then they w iU attempt to secure work fn some 
other line, and again wnges will be reduced nnd the pnrc1'wsirrg 
power of an these men wilT be very mncn lessened. The fa l'lller 
and the producer will find his- prices reduced. You gentlemen 
of the maj'ority are going to find the cost of living cut. and yon 
are going tO' find the purc-hnsing power cut to an equnr and 
p.robabiy a Tery much greater degree. 

EFFECT OF R. R. 33,,."'1 ON COST OF LI>ll'\G. 

The cost of living is a relative expres ion. It makes no 
difference whatever to a man wbat he hns to puy for- the 
necessities o..f life when viewed from that staudpoint a~oue. 
and equally it makes no difference to him what· the remunern­
t:ion for his labor amormts to when vjewed from that st:ind­
point alone. 

Tbe relation between these two makes an the difference in the 
world to him. In other words, it is his bakmce sheet n t tbe 
end of the day~ the month, or the yror. Are his wages. sufficient 
to pre>perly nourish and cloth.e his :family and himself? Ilave 
they been ndequ:'ltely sheltered. have- the- children been kept in 
school, and is some balance left over- for the s:lvings account at 
the end of the year? This is the true measure of success or f . il­
ure of the tariff, and this is the yardstick which the people of 
this country are going to apply to House bill 3321. 

There are approximately 7,000,000 men in this country ~ho 
derive their principal. income from the farm. ExciudiJ;ig the 
comparatively 61Illlil percentage engaged m ga.rdeu . and tn:eli 
farming the balance of them are prodaeing articles which must 
eitlier find n market in this. country or else· tll.ey must be tllrG\Yil 
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onto the mn rkets of the world. Each country has its own par­
ticular market place for the various kinds of commodities. For 
instance, Chica "'O is the Arne1ican market for wheat. Liver­
pool is the world's market for the same commodity. Whenever 
aJI the wlleat that is produced in this country is consumed by 
our own people the farmer gets the Liverpool price at Chicago, 
and 7,000,000 men and their families in this counh-y, or practi­
cally 35 per cent of all our people, are made more prosperous 
by the difference in freight rates between Chicago and Liverpool, 
which has been saved to them by the home market. When they 
are prosperous they buy more freely of the wares fashioned by 
the aL·tisan as he works at his bench. and he has in consequence 
more hours of work ann a pay envelope bringing in every week 
more money and moL'e ability to buy the products which come 
from the farm and which tend to keep his family and himself 
in the best possible condition. 

H. R. 3321 FAVORS COTTOX GP.OWERS. 

l\fay I refer to the agricultural economic condition as it 
affects the Democratic Party, or rather as it is affected by the 
Democratic Party? You represent more than a century of 
specializing in a certain agricultural line in which you practi­
cally have no competition with the rest of the world, and it is 
true it makes very little difference to you where your cotton 
is spun into fabrics. You practically control the world's market 
for raw cotton. You and your constituents may be individually 
benefited by the removal of all tariff duties, thus enabling you 
to buy all your supplies cheaper without materially reducing the 
value of your principal agricultural product, but the value of 
your product is less than one-seventh of the value of the total 
agricultural products of this country, and the benefits which you 
receive by the reduction in the cost of other necessary articles 
probably would not be materially off set by a reduction in value 
of your cotton on the farm. 

But how about the Democrat who represents Ohio, Michigan, 
Mis ouri, Coloraao, Illinois, and all the other States where sheep 
are produced when the duty is removed from wool? How about 
the Democratic Members of Congress from States where they 
grow cane sugar-Louisiana, Georgia, and Texas-and where 
they grow beet sugar-Colorado, California, and Michigan? 
Can the same thing be said with equal truth of them? Why. 40 
per cent of all the cotton cloth manufactured in this world is 
manufactured in Great Britain, about 20 per cent in the United 
States, and 10 per cent in Germany. A reduction in the tariff 
thn t would affect the prosperity of 60,000,000 or 65,000,000 of 
the people in the Northern and Western States would, to a 
small degree only, curtail the buying power of cotton goods in 
the world, probably not more than 2 per cent, and such a trifling 
decrease in the value of the entire world's demand would be 
met. by a decrease in the production of raw cotton at the points 
where it costs most to produce it-India and Egypt. I want to 
compliment the gentleman from Alabama, the djstinguished 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. He is certainly 
providing for his own in this bill, and so far as it has worked 
its passage he has engineered it through the House with ap­
p:uently the same delicat~ tact which overcame all obstacles in 
the committee of which he is the head and also in caucus. 
House bill 3321 clearly reestabliehes not only in America but in 
the entire world the old kingdom of cotton. There would be no 
Democratic Party but for the cotton-producing States. You 
have more than enough sure electoral votes to furnish a majgrity 
of the number necessary to elect a President. You dominate 
every Democratic national convention and you dominate every 
caucus of the Democratic Members of Congress. You are the 
only reliable Democrats, and the economic value of your natural, 
world-wide monopoly in the growth of raw cotton has made 
you free traders. Why, when the great leader of the Progressive 
movement sought to break into your " solid South" he made 
only one mistake. You gentlemen are not Democrats because 
of sentiment; the reason is economic. Your raw cotton will 
bring as much and will not cost as much for labor and certainly 
not for jute and steel bands with which to cover and bind your 
bales. You will save a little something on your woolen clothes 
and a little something on your :finished cotton cloth. You will 
save some more on sugar, for sure, unless the trust swallows it 
up. You will be able to buy your agricultural implements a 
little cheaper. and your mechanical cotton pickers-if they ever 
do come-will be made in Germany or England, and your labor 
will also be under much better control. 

JNCOlIE TAX. 

This bill is really a freak of the intellect. It carries two . 
ideas on the same trunk-one almost a free-trade tariff, the 
other a graduated-income tax.. You Democratic gentlemen have 
been very clever in this. You are putting men who do not agree 
with yon on the tariff, but who do agree with you on the prin­
dplc of a graduated-income tax, in a serious dilemma. I have 

always believed in such a tax; the principle is correct. It places 
the burden of taxation on the shoulders of the people who are 
best able to bear it. All governments are established for the 
purpose of guaranteeing security to life and security in the en- . 
joyment of property or an income. The graduated princlple is 
absolutely sound, because, in addition to placing the burden on 
the shoulders that can best bear up such a tax, it also places it 
on the shoulders o.1; the people who enjoy most that stability 
which our Government guarantees to property. Take the 
humblest workman and the richest man: The Government guar­
antees to each his life, and it is of equal value to the two egos. 
It guarantees to each the enjoyment of his property and his 
income, but I do not think any man in this Chamber will tell 
me that such a guaranty is enjoyed by both men in eqnnl part. 
This bill is by no means as radical as I would wish, nnd I shall 
take the opportunity to attempt to amend it when we come to 
that section under the five-minute rule. However. this begin­
ning is in the right direction, and I shall not vote against it. Like 
everyone else here, I have always thought it cowardly to <lodge 
a vote; but I will not vote against that income tax, nor any 
other. It is the only way we can get a start. Nor will I vote 
for that tariff bill nor any other like it; and I am going to 
choose that which appears on the surface as a coward's posi­
tion. I am going to refuse to vote one way or the other on thn t 
bill combining those two principles; and I will say to you that 
whether or not it takes courage for a man to be a cowa.rd, I am 
going to leave that to the individual judgment of each Member 
of this Congress. However you decide on this question, I myself 
am thoroughly resolved that if I am alive and well I will be in 
my seat when this bill is voted on and will vote "present," as 
being the only way in which I can conscientiously express my 
sentiments on a double-headed bill of this sort, one half of which 
meets with my entire approval and the other half of such a 
nature that I could never vote for it. 

GRADUATED INCOME TAX THE REAL SOL'GTION. 

My own opinion is that a protecti.ve tariff is absolutely neces­
sary for the industrial prosperity of the 85 per cent of the 
people of this counh·y who work for a living, and if it could 
not be exactly equitable I would rather have it too high than 
too low. With the income-tax amendment read into the Consti­
tution of this .country you have in your hands the greatest 
equalizer of the inequities that have followed the tariff or any 
special privilege that has been put into the hands of a legisla­
tive body. I agree with you that the present tariff law brlugs in 
many inequitjes, but I do not believe you are curing them with 
this bill, for I think it is the poison of industry. But I do 
believe that you could cure them by a properly adjusted gradu­
ated income tax. I believe it to be a remeuy that could be 
used in conjunction with a protective tariff, but I do not believe 
that it will. prove an antidote to the industrial poison of free 
trade. It is absolutely necessary to gather i.I1 this counh'y 
wealth if we are going to distribute wealth equitably among 
our people; and that the tariff has assisted in the gathering of 
wealth is perfectly evident from a study of the census decade 
by decade since the system of protection bas heen the guiding 
principle of our fiscal law. That it has been equitably dh"ided 
I do not claim. I do not believe it has. The only civilized coun­
try that now adheres to a free-trade doctrine is England, and 
there is more hardship and want and suffering and pauperism 
in free-trade England than in any other country on the face of 
the globe. They have tried the income tax, but it does not 
remed:y the trouble. The fact is no adequate remedy will ever 
be found that does not provide prosperity for the great mass of 
the people. President Wilson was right-a people mu t be 
prosperous if they are well governed-and if Hom::e bill 3321. car­
rying his sanction, makes for the general prosperity of tlle 
musses of our people, he ought to have the unanimous indorse­
ment of all political parties; and if it fails, he and you know 
the penalty. [Applause.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. WILLIS]. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O'HAIR). The gentleman from Ohlo 
is recognized. . · 

Mr. WILLIS. .Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether I shall 
use all of the time which the leader of the minority of the Ways 
and Means Committee bas so generously assigned to me; but iu 
the time that I shall speak I want to say something about ~ome 
of the provisions of this bill and something about the general 
policies that are involved in its consideration. In the first 
place I want to say that with much thnt my friend from Illi­
nois [ur. COPLEY] has said I agree. I agree with him in whut 
he has just said in favor of a protective tariff. I think, 1\Ir. 
Chairman, th~t the industrial history of this country llas 
demonstrated beyond question that that system of tariff th~t 
we call the protective system is necessary for the maintenance 
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of the continued welfa re and prosperity of the Republic, so that 
in tha t regard I am in entire accord with the gentleman from 
Illinois who bas just spoken. I agree with him that we ought 
to ha•e a protective tariff. I agree with. him, secondly, that 
that ta riff ought to ham such rates as will equalize the differ­
ence in tlle cost of production at home and abroad. I agree 
with him in the third proposition, that that difference in the 
cost of production at borne and abroad should be ascertained 
not by the quasi inv-estigations that may be carried on behind 
the locked and closed doors of a caucus room but upon the 
findings of a ta riff board or a tariff commission. [Applause on 
the Republican side.] I agree with him in another thing-and 
I think the great majority of the American people are in agree­
ment upon that proposition-and that is that the time has 
passed when successfully any political party in this country 
can legislate in secret caucus by dark-lantern methods. 
[Applause.] 

I am in agreement with my friend upon that proposition. I 
agree with him upon another proposition. For many years I 
ha Ye been in favor of an income tax. I am now in favor of 
an income tax; but here is where I part with my friend. I 
would be glad to •ote for a reasonable income tax; and in say­
ing that I think I am announcing good Republican doctrine, 
because there could not ba ve been and would not have been any 
opportunity to vote in t!lis House for an income-tax law had it 
not been for the action of a Republican Congress. Therefore, I 
do not think I am guilty of political heresy in saying that I am 
in favor of an income tax; but here is where I part company 
with my friend. It seems to me that the tariff provisions of 
this bill are so unfair, so unjust, so unwarranted, so unreason­
able, that I can not bring myself to the point where I think I 
would be serving my constituents simply by sitting quietly by 
and voting " present" when this bill is put upon its passage. 
I feel that I can not discharge that duty other tllun by register­
ing,. as I shall do, my vote, and, so far as I am able to do so, 
my voice against any such legislation as this. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. COPLEY] 
referred to another very important proposition which I hope to 
discuss a little later in my remarks, and that is the influence 
of local custom in the retail trade, so far as prices are con­
cerned. We talk here al}d upon the hustings a g;-eat deal about 
the tariff. We say much about its iniiuence upon prices-and 
ft has an in.fluence-but the fact is, Mr. Chairman, that there 
are other forces at work that perhaps have as much to do in 
shaping prices in this country as does the tariff. I refer to the 
peculiar custom of local trade. 

Complaint is registered against the American farmer, and in 
this bill the things he produces are upon the free list, or rates 
greatly reduced, upon the theory that because of the fact that 
in the past few years he has received fairly remunerative prices. 
that the expen e of the product to the consumer is thereby in­
crea ed. Complaint was made here the other day by the dis­
tinguished gentleman from Alabama because, as he said, the 
price that the farmer was getting for his product had increased 
some 93 per cent since 1897. The farmer was and is entitled to 
this increase. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that the increase 
in price, the high cost o:f living, so-called, does not come to any 
considerable extent from the increase that has come in the price 
that the farmer gets for his product. The fact is that the big 
increase in price comes from the time that the products leave 
the bands of the farmer until they reach the hands of the con­
sumer. Just an illustration. and I will come to that more fully 
a little later, but as an illustration of that proposition I live 
in a section of the country where we have great onion fields, 
perhaps the greatest in the country, 5,000 acres .in a single 
county. I happen to know that this is true-and I got the facts 
from a careful investigation made by the Department of Agri­
culture-I happen to know that of the price the consumer of 
onions pays in New York or Philadelphia or Boston when he 
buys them by the peck, the farmer back in the eighth district 
in Ohio, who owns the land or rents it, who buys the seed, who 
hires the labor, who contributes his own efforts, who runs the 
risk, the farmer who plants the crop and tills the crop and 
finally harvests the crop, pulls the onions and sorts them and 
crates them and puts them on the car, the man who does all 
that work gets out of every dollar that is paid for onions in the 
markets of New York. Boston, or Philadelphia only 28 cents; some­
body else between the farmer and the market gets the 72 cents. 
The framers of this bill, presuming to say that they are going 
to benefit the consumers of this country, are cutting the duty 
upon onions in half, i. e., from 4-0 cents per bushel under the 
present law to 20 cents per bushel under the Underwood bill. 

I venture to say, l\Ir. Chairman, that if this bill shall be en­
acted into law-as I very much fear it may be--if it should 
become the law the price that the consumer has to pay is not 

going to be changed materially. The price that the farmer gets 
for his onions will be lowered a great deal, but the change that 
comes about through the reduction in the tariff of on e-half. as 
is proposed by this bill, is going to be eaten up by the midtlJe. 
man, not by the man who goes into the field and tills and raises 
the crop, but by the jobbers und the wholesalers-the people who 
are producing nothing. On the subject of the tariff on onions a 
prominent Democratic farmer of Hardin County, Ohio, com­
ments as follows in a letter addressed to me : 

The proposed tariff bill would destroy our business, and as- much soil 
ls only adapted to onions, it would be a great hardship owing to the 
cheap labor in the Bermuda Isla nds. We, of course, CQuia not compete 
with them. Besides the freight rate from our sectfon is 24 cents per 
hundred pounds, 30 cents from Indiana points, 30 cents from Michigan 
points, and 16 cents from the Bermuda Islands to New York, and cor­
respondingly low to all the Atlan tic points. 

In our product, in fact, nearly al those articles under Schedule G 
require large outlay for labor and to let those articles to our shores 
free would entirely destroy the demand for this help, as these articles 
would come to our shore in the form of finished product,. and it would 
be a loss to our Nation. 

Counting the u e of an acre of land worth $12 ; preparing the ground 
for seed bed and drilling the seed, $5 ; hand cultivating and hand weed­
ing, $30; fertilizers, $10; pulling onions, $4; toppin~. sayi 300 bushels 
at 3 cents a bushel, $9 ; screening and sacking 300 oushe s at 2 cents 
a bushel, $6; hauling to the cars, at 3. cents per bushel,. $9; use of 300 
crates at 3 cents per cra t e. $6; moving crat e from sheds to field and 
return, $2 ; 5 pounds o! seed, at $1.60 per pound, $8. This gives us $101. 
Our annual crop report gives us aoo bushels pei· acre as an ave1>Uge 
yield per acre in all tbe onion fields. This is about what our section 
produces. You will notice this gives us nothing for our own labor, and 
as the man who superintends an onion farm can do little other than 
watch the detail of his business, one can not grow an acre of onions and 
support his own family for less than $120 per acre. The average fall 
price here in the last 10 years has been 40 cents per bushel. You will 
note that the cost of producing onions is mainly labor : Cultivating, 
weeding, pulling, screening, sacking is all hand labor, besides prepar­
ing seed bed and hauling away crop. At this very time we are selling 
onions from 20 to 30 cents pe1· bushel. We are delivering onions in our 
cities, freight paid, from 30 to 40 cents per b11shel. And' at this time 
these same onions go to the city trade at ~1 per bushel and 20 cents for 
one-half peck. The high cost of living is blamed to the farmer. The 
fact r emains that nearly all vegetables are delivered at the cities at 25 
per cent of the pri~es paid by the ultimate consumer. 

And that leads me to inquire, Mr. Chairman, whether the 
policy that was laid down here by the distinguished and conrte­
ous and able gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD} is 
the correct one in this respect. The gentleman said in his 
opening remarks in this debate that this bill marked a new 
era. I think that is true if it shall become the law, a different 
era, anyhow, and then he went on to say, witb bis usual elo­
quence and lucidity, that the time had come when we should 
cease to consider producers and should consider consumers. 
Mr. Chairman, that is a very serious proposition. Is this coun­
try to take the position that from now on legislation in State 
and Nation shall be hnd not for the benefit o.f the men who 
toil but for the benefit simply of those who consume? Of 
course everybody recognizes that these classes are overlapping 
all the time, but I insist, Mr. Chairman, that if we shall legis­
late in this country that producers have work, if we shall legis­
late that the laboring man have a chance to earn an honest dol­
lar by honest toil, if the farmer has a market for his products, 
if the miner has a cha.r;ice to dispose of the product of his toiJ, 
if we shall so legislate and shape affairs in this country that all 
the producers are prosperous, that all prodoeers have work, 
then it seems to me that the question of consumption of goods 
can be left very largely to take care of itself [applause on the 
Republican side], and, so far as I am concerned, I totally dis­
agree with the proposition that we a.re to ignore the · producers. 

I have stood, and the party to whic-h I belong has stood, rind 
now stands, for a policy that says it is better to have men 
working here, our own men, beneath our own flag, in our own 
country, than to have goods produced elsewhere. [Applause on 
the Republican side.1 It may seem high political heresy to 
some of my good friends on the other side that we should say 
such a thing as that, but, l\fr. Chairman, I can ~ot get that idea 
out of my mind that somehow it is the duty of the American. 
Congress when it is levying taxes-as it was admitted in n: 
number of eloquent addresses on that side this afternoon that 

. we must levy-that it is wise and desirable and- :statesmanlike 
so to levy tllose taxes as to discriminate in favor af our own 
people. I believe in Americn.n industry, in the American farmer, 
and the American lnboring man. I do not care very much about 
the industries of Europe. [Applause on the Republican side.] 
To me it is a matter of shame and regret that at this very mo­
ment the highest encomiums that are being pronouneed upon this 
proposed legislation come from the trade journals of Europe. 
[Applause on the Republican side.I 

They are in high glee. They say the good old times a1-e· com­
ing back when they were supplying the American market. The 
trade journals of France and Germany and England are- point­
ing with pride to the probable action of this House. But some­
how, Mr. Chairman, I have an idea that it would be wiser if 
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we were proposing so to legislate as to secure the favorable 
comment of our own trade journals, of our own people, and to 
merit the acclaim of our own workingmen and our own farmers. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

I ham before me an interesting though weird political docu­
ment. It is the platform that was adopted at the convention 
of the Democratic Party in the city of Baltimore. One plank 
of that platform reads as follows: 

We recognize that our system of tarllf tai:ation is intimately con­
nected with the business of the country, and we favor the ultimate 
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation-

Now, note this--
we favor the ultimate attainment of the principles we advocate by 
legislation that .will not injure or destroy legitimate industry. 

That is a very careful, conservative, comforting, and reas­
suring sort of a pronouncement. And then, to make the people of 
this country feel perfectly confident that the Democratic Party 
could be trusted on the tariff question, President Wilson felt 
called upon to say, at Pittsburgh, on October 18 last, the fol­
lowing: 

I welcome the opportunity of stating what I believe to be the well­
considered position of the Democratic Party with regard to the tariff. 
It is absolutely essential that we should be entirely frank with one 
another in the discussion of this fundamental question. 

Now, note this, brethren: 
The Democratic Party-

Now, this is the official announcement by the head of the 
party, interpreting the plank in the platform which I have just 
read: 

The Democratic Party does not propose free trade or anything 
approaching free trade. 

I desire to use those two interesting statements as a text for 
a little bit of exegesis, first, from the platform, where it says: 

We favor the ultimate attainment of the principles we adyocate by 
legislation that will ·not injure or destroy· legitimate industry. 

And then, secondly, what the President says: 
The Democratic Party does not propose free trade or anything 

approaching free trade. 

And then to make us h·ebly assured that it was all perfectly 
safe and pleasant and harmonious and happy the gentleman 
from Alabama [l\Ir. UNDERWOOD] said, in his eloquent opening 
address, something about lowering the duty not with an ax 
but with a j ackscrew. And while I can not quote just his lan­
guage the implication was that by this bill we would be lower­
ing the tariff carefully and slowly, not knocking the tariff all 
to pieces, not using the ax but letting things down gradually 
with a jackscrew. Was it not upon that theory that this same 
Democratic Party told us only 12 months ago that the last word 
on the subject of tariff on wool was 20 per cent ad valorem, 
that it was needed as a matter of revenue? That was the propo­
sition then, and yet in view of this proposition that no legiti­
mate industry is to be interfered with, in view of the statement 
that the tariff is to be gradually reduced and let down with a 
jackscrew, in view of those two statements a bill is brought in 
here, I honestly believe, conh·ary to the judgment of the Demo­
cratic members of the Ways and Means Committee, providing 
that the woolgrowing industry of this country is to be destroyed 
at one fell swoop on the theory, is it not, that the raising of sheep, 
the growing of wool, is not a legitimate industry ; or is it upon 
the theory. that this statement in the platform and this quota­
tion from the speech of President Wilson were intended, as a 
good many planks in Democratic platforms are intended, as 
something not to stand upon but to get in on? 

The fact is, .Mr. Chairman, that this bill is not -in compliance 
even with the terms of the Democratic platform adopted at Bal­
timore. If it had complied with it, it would ham been bad 
enough, but it is even worse than that. Without any notice, in 
the face of implied promi es to the contrary, wool is put on the 
free list, and so is practically everytl1ing else that the farmer 
produces, on the theory that we are to haYe a gradual, harmless 
reduction of the tariff. 

That lends me to discuss why it is not wise, in my bumble 
opinion, to put wool on the free list, as is proposed in this bill, 
at the behest, I think, of the President of the United States, and 
contrary, I believe, to the judgment of the members of the Com­
mittee on Ways and l\Ieans, although I am not informed as to 
that. Nobody is informed as to that. The country is not in­
formed about that. The counh-y is left in the dark. We are 
left to implication and rumors as to what occurred in the dim 
secrecy of the Democratic caucus chamber. 

Here is the first reason why it is not wise to put wool on the 
free list: I start with the assumption that it is not desirable to 
wipe out sheep raising and woolgrnwing in this country. I 

think it means much- to -this Xat~on to be able to produce a. 
large proportion of the clothing wool which it uses, and I call 
attention to this important fact that eve1-y time our Democratic 
friends have undertaken to tinker witll the tariff, or eve1-y time 
anybody has undertaken to tinker with the tariff by re<lucing 
the rate, the sheep industry and the woolgrowing industry have 
very seriously fallen off. For example, it seems that rnmehow 
according to the laws of Nature, there is a rate, a natural rate' 
and if we reduce the tariff below that rate, the sheep-raising and 
woolgrowing industries will suffer, and unless the rate is 
changed those industries will probably be destroyed. 
Effect ttpon the number of sheep of 5 ea:per-iments during tile past 4! 

years with ,.evision of the w ooi tariff. 
[Whenever the duties have been below 11 cents per pound on wool o 

the first class, flocks have always decreased, and, on the other band, 
when the duties have been as at present (11 cents per pound or 
higher) they have always increased.] 

Year of enactment. Term of exist;ence. 

~::::::::: :::::::::::: :::::::::::::: _t.;;gr~§~: 
1897 .................................. . 12years ..... .. .. . . 

Rate of 
duty per 
pound. 

Cents. 
12! 
10 
11 

Free. 
11 

Percent of 
increase 

(+)or de­
crease(-). 

+25 
-16 
+IO 
-21 
+46 

Under the act of 1867, during the last four years of it, the 
.tariff rate was 12! cents a pound on wool. In those four years 
woolgrowing and sheep raising in this country increased 25 
per cent. Then, under the law of 1883, for about six years of 
that law, the rate was only 10 per cent. Tbe industry fell off 
in those six years 16 par cent, whereas it had increased in the 
preceding four years 25 per cent. Under the four years of the 
McKinley law of 1890, with a rate on raw wool of the first class 
of 11 cents per grease pound, there was an increa e in the wool­
growing and sheep-raising industry of this count ry of 10 per 
cent; and then under the Wilson law, in effect only a compara­
tively short time, something like three years, with free wool, 
which you are proposing in this bill, that industry fell off 21 per 
cent. And yet gentlemen affect to belieYe, or, at any rate, to say 
that they balieve, that the enactment of this bill into law will 
not injure any legitimate industry! ' 

Well, if that is so, it simply means this: That the teachings 
of history amount to nothing; that when we come to make a 
tariff law we ought to reject our experience and consult simply 
our imagination and our im·ention. The teaching of history 
is exactly the reverse of the contentions of the gentlemen who 
are favoring free wool. 

Then under the act of 1897, with the rate the same as it had 
been under the l\lcKiuley law, there was an increase of 46 per 
cent in the product. 

History will repeat itself. If this law goes into effect, mark 
you, gentlemen, and particularly my friends on that side of the 
aisle who happen to come from sections particularly interested 
in woolgrowing, as some of you do, I warn you that the same 
thing will occur that occurred under the Wilson law. 

The sheep-raising ind.ustry will be practically destroyed. The 
farmers who are now engaged in that industry will have to 
seek other lines of employment, and the question is whether, 
in the long run, this country is going to be benefited any by 
that propositi9n. And I wonder what my friends on that side 
of the aisle who come from States that do have some interest 
in the woolgrowing industry are going to say to their people 
when· they get back home and undertake to tell their people 
about the ·rnte they have cast on this tariff bill when inquiry 
is made as to why, contrary to every law that we hm·e had 
for many years, they separated in this bill wool and goat hair. 
There are other jokers and funny things in this bill, quite a 
good many of them. I do not know whether attention has been 
called to this by anyone or not. 

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The OHAIRl\IAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIS. For a brief question. I ha·rn only a short 

time. 
Mr. SLOAN. Will it be a sufficient answer to those con­

stituents for them to say that marvelous juicy patronage was 
exchanged for their votes, and that until their Yotes were cast 
ath·active and desirable cornrnitteeships were held in abeyance? 

M:r. WILLIS. I could not really answer that question, but 
the suggestion might be Yery apropos. 

RelatiYe to this tariff on gont hnir, I "·ish that eYery l\Iember 
of the House would get the tariff hearings on Schedule K, No. 
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20, January 28, and turn to page 4049, and read there some of 
the most interesting material that I llave eYer found any'\\here : 

EXTRACTS FRO~f HEARINGS. 

The CHAIRMA~. If we separate mohair from wool, we must follow 
that policy all the way down the line, in the finished products as 

w eiir. ROBERTSON (interposing). That is what we want you to do, Mr. 
Chairman, and that is wbat you ought to do. . 

The CHAIRMAN. If we do that, we have a difficul~ proposition, 
althou<>h I understand that wool and mohair are never mixed, and_ that 
mohai~ in some respects is a luxury. But it is. every day becommg a 
n ecessity. 'l'here is really no better summer smt in a hot country for 
a man to wear than a mohair suit. You recognize that? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes ; it is ~heap. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is cheap and it is cool. . 
Mr. ROBERTSO~. It is b~coming more and more a necessity. I realize 

that but at the present time it is a luxury and it ought to be taxed. 
The 'rich ought to be made to pay for these things, and the Government 
must be sustained. 

* * * * * * * Mr. KITCHIN. Most of the Angora goats are ii~ Texas, are the.Y not? 
Mr. ROBFJRTSO)l': Yes ;9lllost of them in the Umted States are rn Texa~. 
Mr. KITCHIN. Of course, I meant in the United States. How la1·ge is 

your flock? 
Mr. ROBERTSON. We have about 3,000 goats; about two floc;ks. 
Mr. KITCHIN. How much have you increased your flocks m the last 

fivM:l.eUg~ERTSON. Five years ago we had 5,000 goats; to-day we have 
only about 3,000 goats. 

* * * * * * * JI.fr. FORDNEY. You are one of the Democrats who believe in pro· 
tection? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir. 
Jifr. FORDNEY. I agree with you. 
Mr. RoBERTSO~. And I believe we will get it. I . believe this Ways 

nnd Means Committee will consider our cause. I belle-ye that they w1ll 
give us a specific duty of 12 cents a pound, and I belleve that we can 
present to the Ways and l\feans Committee, if not just at the present 
time, later on, facts and figures that will demonstrate and prove to 
you beyond the shadow of a doubt that you have no idea and can 
get no idea under your present law of bow much mohair is· produced--

Mr. KITCHrn (interposing). Twelve cents per pound is about 40 
per cent ad valorem? 

Ml'. ROBER'l'S0:\1". Yes. 
Mr. KITCHIN. You are cognizant bf the fact that the 16 Texas Rep­

resentatives and the two Texas Senators voted fol' this reduction last 
year on mohair? 

Mr. ROBERTSOX. Yes, sit· ; I am. 
Mr. KITCHIN. Were they acquainted with the facts relative to your 

indri-r~:r~~BERTSON. I think not. Even if they were-grant that they­
we people are in too small a minority ; we are very small. 

* * * * * * * Ml'. KITCHIN. I think you are consistent. Mr. R!lbertson. · 
Mr. ROBERTSO~. I believe that the Representatives from '-rexa.s and 

U1e Sen:ttors did right, because, ar:i I say, we are a small .mrnor1ty up 
yonrter in the hills. They did not know that we were m existence. 
Some of them, pe1·haps, have never seen an. Angora goat. They are 
amon" the farming class and the cotton-raising class. If I should 
cut off a lock of this Angora hair, some of them w;?uld t1!ink it ~as 
cotton. If I should put it in a boll they would say, That is beautiful 
cotton ; it ruust be Egyptian cotton." 

JI.fr. FORDNEY. You are now speaking of your Texas neighbors? 
1\Ir HOBERTSO~. I am speaking of our Representatives from Texas. 
I realize, gentlemen, that we are a !'mall minority out yonder in the 

hills away out yonder on the bleak hills. where we can not water our 
stock. We do water our stock when the wind blows and the wind­
mills ?.re in good condition. 

Mr KITCHrn. In other words, you believe in having a protection 
of 12· cents a pound on your raw material, which is leaving it the same 
as it i s in the Payne-Aldrich Act, and that the manufacturers who 
buv your raw materfal and pi·oduce goods from them ought to have 
soine protection? 

Mr. ROBERTSO~. Certainly I do; they must have it. 
Mr. KITCHE"I. You are not like some of these men who want their 

stuff protected and the other fellow's stuff not protected? 
Mr. ROffERTSON. No; it is necessary if they nre to prosper. 
Mr. U'ORD!\'EY. I think you ought to move np to Michigan. 
Mr. ROBERTSON . No; if I moved up to Michigan I could not raise 

Angora goats. 
:Mr Fono~EY. But you would be a Republican. all right. 
Mr: ROBERT!?O)I. I am viewing the propnsition from a Republican 

standpoint somewhat now, and yet I am a Democrat, and I am p1ead-

10~r~·~r Jfi;~~~. You are a Democrat from habit and not from prin­
ciple. 

l'ilr. RoBEnTSON. No, sh'. 

The first. thing is an admission by the distinguished chair­
man of the committee that mohair is not a luxury but a neces­
sity. Then later on in the hearings, which I will not take the 
time to read, but which I shall place in the RECORD, this gen­
tleman who is arguing for his industry, a gentleman from 
Texas, by the name of Robertson, goes on to explain .how it is 
that his industry has not receiYed proper consideration here­
tofore at the hands of the RepresentatiYes from that State. 
Why, he e>en says in one place that they are unacquainted with 
the location of his industry. He says here on page 4052: 

They did not know that we were in existence. Some of them, per­
haps had never seen an Angora goat. They ar~ among the farming 
class' and cotton-raising class. 

:Kow, listen to thij; : 
If I should cut off a lock of this Angora hair, Mme of them would 

think it was cotton. If I should put it in a boll, ther, would say : 
"'l'his is beautiful cotton. It must be Egyptian cotton. ' 

That is the opinion that he expressed-I think quite unfairly 
and wrongfully-concerning the Representatirns from his State, 
because they are all of them of distinguished ability, and one 
of them-I wish he were here now-is of special alertness and 
eloquence, always on the job, looking after the interests of his 
constituents. He is a member of the Ways and l\Ie:ms 
Committee. 

In th·e laws that we ham had heretofore wool and Angora 
goat hair were in the same schedule, and they ought to be 
now; but this distinguished, eloquent, and able Representative 
from the Lone Star State, l\fr. GAR ER, a member of the com­
mittee, always is alert in looking after the interests of his 
constituents. 

I speak of this not by way of complaint; I compliment him 
for ills activity. He saw to it that when this tariff bill was 
written '\\ool and Angora goat hair for the first time went into 
separate schedules. I want to refer to that particularly just 
now. I have before me H. R. 3321, the pending tariff bill. For 
example, now, let us take the ra-w material first. The wool that 
is produced upon the farms of the North is put upon the free 
list, but if you will turn oYer to page 77 of the bill, paragraph 
314, you will find this interesting item, which separates wool 
and Angora goat hair. Wool goes on the free list. It was not 
desirable that the product of the great State of Texas should be 
thus placed upon the free list, and consequently the gentleman, 
with his distinguished ability, prevailed upon the committee to 
make a new arrangement. Consequently on page 77 of the bill 
you will see this interesting item. While the '\\ool of the sheep 
is on the free list, this item reads: 

314. Hair of the Angora goat, alpaca, and other like animals, and all 
hair on the skin of such animals, 20 per cent ad valorem. 

Do you see the point of that? Then '\Ye will go on a little 
further. Under section 295 we read: 

Combed wool or tops, 15 per cent ad valorem. 

That is the product of tl)e sheep of the northern farms. But, 
lo and behold, tops made from the hair of the Angora goat, 2::> 
per cent ad Yalorem. 

Oh, I tell you there is nothing like having a Representatirn 
on the committee who takes an interest in his constituents. I 
do not say that offensively, now, but rather by way of compli· 
ment. It is a great thing to haye somebody to look after things. 
The unfortunate thing about it was that the 600,000 woolgrow­
ers of the United States from the northern farms had no one 
to speak for them amongst the Democratic members of that com­
mittee. If there had been a Representative as actiYe in their 
behalf as was the gentleman from Texas [l\Ir. GARNER] in behalf 
of the raisers of Angora goats, no doubt there would have been a 
different story to tell. 

And so it runs all through the schedule. It is wonderfully 
interesting. 

296. Yarns made 1-vholly or in chief value of wool, 20 per cent ad 
valorem. 

But in paragraph 316 you see: 
Yarns made of the hair of the Angora goat, alpaca, and otber like 

animals, 30 per cent ad valorem. 

So it runs all the way through. It is, according to the philos­
ophy of these gentlemen, necessary and desirable that wool 
should be put upon the free list, but when it comes to the prod­
uct of the Angora goat of the State of Texas, even though this 
gentleman did testify in the hearing that the gentlemen from 
his State did not know anything about Angora goats and could 
not tell Angora goat hair from cotton, could not tell a goat from 
a boll weevil [laughter], yet when it came down to arranging 
the rate H was shown that the gentleman from Texas [l\fr. 
GARNER] did know about the Angora goat, and he did look after 
the interests of those who raised the Angora goats. You gentle­
men oyer there from the wool-growing States of the North and 
from the wool-growing States of the ·west and Southwest pro­
pose to vote for this bill to put wool on the free list and yet to 
protect the Angora goats that haYe the good fortune to liYe in 
the district so ably represented by the gentleman from Tex.as 
[Mr. GARNER]. 

Mr. NORTON. .l\Ir, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIS. For a brief question. 
Mr. NORTON. Does it not look, from the ::irrangement of 

the schedule, as if these Democrats from Northun States and 
from Western States were sent here to Congres~ to look after 
the Texas goat rather than their own sheep industry at home? 

.l\Ir. WILLIS. Ii looks to me as if thC' southern Members had 
got the "goat" of the northern Members. [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. MOORE. Can not the gentleman see that this is an infant 
industry that needi;:. protection? 
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l\1r. WILLIS. That may be so; I had not thought of tliat 
phase of it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to proceed to an0-ther phase of 
this tariff on wool. Another matteT I wish to refer to is why 
we can not have and ought not to have free wool in this coun­
try. The fact is, as shown by a carefully prepared report of 
the T ariff Board, that the wool of our gTeatest competitors, 
namely, Australia, South Africa, and South America, figuring 
the cost of production of that wool on exactly the i:iame basis upon 
which they figure the cost of the production of wool in this 
country, the wool of Australia, our chief competitor, and the 
wool of South Africa is going to the market with no charge 
against it at all. If you have any doubt about that you can 
find it fully elucidated in "\'olume 2 of the report of the Tariff 
&Hd . 

This is, on page 350, where they use the following language: 
There remains, therefore, only the simple operation of subtracting 

from the fl ock expenses the receipts from other sources than wool, to 
reveal the fa et that as against a clearly demonstrated net charge 
against tbe western American wool of from 10 to 11 cents, there is 
probably not more than 4 to 5 eents per pound against the South 
American clit>, and if the season is normal and the sh~ep market steady, 
little, tr any, charO'e against the Australian. Indeed, well-managed 
stations in many parts of Australia are showing at the present time a 
profit before any wools are sold. 

This qualification is gen erally applicable to the stock h-ade in all of 
the larger sheep districts of Australia. Statements similar to the above 
are made uy two other prominent owners with regard to returns from 
surprus stock in Queensland and Western Australia. But botb say that 
in good years, and on well-managed runs, the ales of f!Mep yield enough 
to pay working expenses. One of these anticipates that, in view of the 
increasing exports of Au tralian mutton and lamb, tbe surpius station 
stod < will in future years give an annual return considerably in excess 
of the amount of tbe working expenses-assuming that no large addition 
is made to the cost of labor in the meantime. 

In the light, therefore, of the best information to be obtained, the 
poard believes that at the pre ent ti.me the entire Australian output 
of merino and cro sbred wool (interest being left out of account, llS in 
the case of t he United States) is moving to market, under present :re­
ceipts from sales of sheep_. with a net average charge of but a few cents 
per pound; and this estimate apparently holds good of New Zealand 
and the Af.riean Cape as ell. 

Now, on page 514 of this su.me volume, it i:s shown that in 
South Africa the same condition obtains. The statement is as 
follows: 

Sale of surplus stoek and mutton : In the Cape Provinee fat ewes a:re 
reported as elling for $4.50 per head and fat lambs 5 months old at 
S4. OW ewes are readily sold for l04!al slaughter at from $2.50 to $3 
per head. according to their tlesh. 

t the present time the dem~nd for mutton ls 50 strong that there J:s 
a good profit in b'reeding the wooiless sheep for mutton alone. Where 
the sheeP' CtJmbine both ool and mutton the profits must naturally be 
much greater. 

Cost of procfuetion : Tbe average shearing per head i"S estimated at 
6 pounds. with an a.vuage pr:iee received by the growers of 13~ cents 
per pound. 

With an average valuation on breeding sheep of $2.50 per head and 
an investment, excluding lands in irnprov~ments and equipment pet" 
bead of not o>er 40 cents r;c:r year, and taking into account the low 
cos t of wages and provisions, t he modernte lea ing values of their graz­
ing lands. the mild win ters which do not demand other food for tbe 
animals than that fonnd on the ranges, the strong demand for mutton 
of a ll classes, it is evident that the African woolgrower is able to meet 
all his expenses from the sale of his sm·plus stock and mutton, leaving 
the wool as a clear profit on his in-vestment 

One flock owner in Rhode ia reports he can sell his wool at 12 cents 
per pound and mnke money. 

That is to sny, put it this way: The sheep men of Aus­
tralia "or South Africa, if they chose to do so, could absolutely 
give their wool away, realize nothing for it, and still continue 
in the sheep business. That must b"e perfectly apparent; that 
where there is an average charge against wool products of this 
country of 9.6 cents per pound we can not compete with a 
country that produces wool that has no charge against it. 

Now, tllere is another reason connected with that. 
Mr. GARRETr of Tennessee. Will th-e gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIS. For a brief question. 
l\Ir. GARRET.r of Teirnessee. From the protection stand­

point, what is the gentleman's idea. as to the duty on wool, the 
highest duty and the lowest duty that would be just? 

Mr. WILLIS. I think my friend knows that I try to be con­
servatiYe about it. The tact is that you take the fine merino 
wools of Ohio, as shown by the report of the Tariff Board, and 
by the report of the committee on the wool bill of the last 
Congress, in order to afford full protection to these merino 
sheep there would ha-rn to be a duty on the scoured content of 
about 24 cents. But I recognize the fact that that proposition 
must be looked at in a reasonable way. We have got to take 
something like the average cost of production of wool, and 
therefore my opinion, based on the report of the Tariff Board, is 
that the duty on the basis of the scoured content should be 18 
cents. Of course, although I have no personal interest in the 
sheep business, I come from a section that has, and I would be 
glad to have it 19 or 20 cents, but I am personally of the opin­
ion that 18 cents on scoured wool would give a reasonable pro-

tection ~o the woolgrowers of this country. This opinion is con· 
curred lll by the National Woolgrowers' A sociation and by the 
farmers and sheepmen of the country generally. 

Now, _there is another reason wby we can not compete success. 
folly with the countries I have nnmed. Of cour:::e, I recognize 
the f act that these men who think it does not make any di ffer­
en~e whether we have a nything in this country, whether we 
r3:1se any sheep _or not, or whether we build up any industry, 
will not agree Wlth me, but I think the Americnn people tnke a 
contrary view to that of gentlemen who so think, and therefore 
I want to call attention to these facts taken from the iTeport of 
the Tariff Boa rd. 

Take the average labor cost per sheep in the United States 
and it is 82 cents. In South .America it is 23 cents. In Aus· 
tralia it is 7 cents, or about one-twelfth of what it is in tllis 
country. Why, in South Africa there are instanres, and many 
of them, where men are hired at a rate of $1.70 to $3 per month 
to take care. of sheep-men that are clo~ed in a happy smile 
and a G strmg. That is the kind of labor with which we .are 
to c~mpete if this bill goes through. The labor cost is higher, 
and it oug!tt to be, because the people that are getting the wages 
are American laborers that receive and ought to receirn the 
highest wage of anybody in the wcrrld. [Applause.] Anybody 
that has inve~tigated beyond the most superfic'ial inquiry kl;lows 
the wages here are two or three times what they are in foreign 
countries. 

Ur. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle­
man yield? 

l\Ir. WILLIS. Certainly. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course I nm IlQt going to 

challenge the gentleman's sta tement about men being clothed 
in sunshine and a G string. 

Mr. WILLIS. Oh, it was a sunny smile. I must insist upon 
the gentleman keeping my metaphor correct. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. A sunny smJle and a G 
string. If the weather be such that men can dress in that 
:fashion, does not the gentleman think that it is pretty hard on 
the sheep that grows the wool? 

l\lr. WILLIS. I do not quite catch the point of the gentle­
man's question. 

Ur. GARRETT of Tennessee. How is it possible for the 
woolgrowing sheep to li•e in a climate where men can dress 
themselves in a sunny smile and a G string2 

Mr. WILLIS. I want to say to the gentleman, Mr. Chair­
man, that that is a question that is not up to me. It is a qnes­
tion that is up to the sheep. As a matter of fact, they do so live 
by the million. That is a fact. How they do it I do not pre­
tend to know. The conditions to which I refer, in so far as 
habits of dress are concerned, do not apply to Australia. As 
the gentleman wel1 knows, Australia is hot and dry, and yet the 
sheep producing that beautiful fleece of heavy wool thrive there. 
I do not know how it is, but it is a. fad of natnr e, and we can 
not argue with that fact. 

There is another thing to which I wish to refer, and that is 
the cost of shearing. 'l'he average cost in thjs country is 9! 
cents per bend. In Australia it is 7 cents, :ind in South America. 
6 cents, and in Africa 2 cents. The labor cost again is vastly 
Wgher here. Then, too, take the question of freight. Do gen· 
tlemen stop to think that it is cheaper to hip wool from Aus­
tra lia to Boston than it is to ship wool from Idaho to Boston? 
Here are the facts: The freight rate to the wool market of 
Boston from the West of the United States is 6 cents on the 
scoUTed pound. From Australia it is half of that, 3 cents; from 
South America, 1 cent and a fracuon; and from London, two­
tenths of 1 cent. In other words, the produceT of Australia, of 
South America, and of South Africa has a large advantage on 
the labor cost, nnd he has an immense advantage in the freight 
cost; and the result of the e things is the unquestioned fact that 
we can not compete with those countries in the production of wool. 
As I said, if gentlemen say, "Very well; destroy the sheep in­
dustry; wipe it out," then this argument has no effect; but I 
think the great mass of the Ame11can people do not take that 
view. 

There ls another question to which I wish to refer very 
briefly. Some one will ask himself, perhaps, why it is that 
woolgrowing has not increased in this country. It has not in­
creased rapidly: In fact, it has decreased in some yea.rs, and 
that ic;; a pP.rfectly legitimate question. How does it come. since 
we have had a tariff, that woolgrowing bas not increased? Let 
us see. In the first place, it is because the protection which the 
farmer has had has been continually decreasing. While the 
rates in the law remain the same, certain orces h.llve been at 
work which I believe I can explain, which have operated tQ 
reduce the actual protection every day in the yea r. What a re 
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those forces? Here is one-the development of the frozen-meat 
trade of Au tralia giving a great impetus to the production of 
wool of light shrlnkage. Second, the famous skirting clause 
in the present tariff law. On this subject the Tariff Board says 
(vol. 2, p. 382) : 

The complaint of the grower of domest~c .wools that he is not" ?ow and 
bas not during all these years been rece1vmg the amount of protection 
nominally extended by the 11-cent duty on the grease p_ound is b_ased 
upon tbe heavy shrinkage of the domestic fleec.e as agam:St the hght­
conditionecl skirted wools selected for imp9rt:ition p_rlmar:ily for their 
la1·ge net yield. An examination of the ex1stmg duties will s~ow that 
the schedule is constructed upon the theory that wool shnnks 66~ 
per cent in the scouring. Since, however, it is certain that the W?Ols 
actually imported shrink something less than 40 per cent, it is obvious 
that instead of· },laying $11 duty for every 33~ pounds of actual wool 
bt·ougb.t in, the unporter is really securing some 60 pounds at a rate 
of not to exceed 18 cents per scoured pound. 

In order that this matter may be more clearly understood, th~ board 
has prepared a tabular statement in which the full effect of shrmkages 
upon the. actual operntion of the existing wool duties is shown: 
Present grease-pound rates with computed scoiwed-pound eqnivalents. 

Shrinkage. 

75 per cent ... - - --- .. -........ .... - ......... ---. -· -· · · · --· · --· · 
70 per cent .... - ---· ....... - ................ --- . ·-· ·· · · ·-· · · ··· 
65 per ce-::it .. __ ........................... ~ ................. --. 
60perccnt ................................................... . 
55 per cent._ ...... --·-·. -............ -........ -... -.. -· -· --· -· 
50 per cent .............. -·- .............. ··- ................. . 
45 per cent .......................... -...... · · ·· · -· · · - · · · ·· · · · · 
40percent ................................................... . 
35 per cent ........................ -- -.. -- ............. --· · · · · · 
30 per cent ..... : ....................................... -..... -
:!.5 per cent .......................................... -·.· ...... . 
20 per cent. ................................ ··.················ 

Actual duty on 
scoured content. 

Clas~ I Class II 
wools.- wools.­
Duty per Duty per 
pound, pound, 

11 cents. 12 cent'>. 

so. 44 
.36~ 
.3lf 
.21t 
.24-~ 
.22 
.20 
.18~ 
.16H 
1-· 
:1~ 
.13t 

$0.48 
.40 
.34} 
.30 
.26~ 
.24 
.211r 
.20 
• lSy!g. 
.17t 
.16 
.15 

I have no doubt that gentlemen understand what that means. 
There is a provision in section 368 of the present law that I will 
read. I think it is on1y fair, however, in passing, as I criticize 
this section somewhat, to say that it fs no reflection on the dis­
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. PAY~], because he 
himself has fought for years to have this schedule revised. The 
provision that I refer to is as follows: 

Pm1:ided, That skirted wools as imported in 1890 and prior ther eto 
are hereby excepted. . . 

What do they do under that clause? Australian wool is 
bean tiful wool. When I spoke here in the last Congress I had 
samples of it It is beautiful wool, not as strong a~ the Oh~o 
wool. You can pull it apart as you can cotton batting. It is 
not as good as the Ohio wool in some respects; it is not so 
strong in fibe.r, but it is beautiful wool. The producers shear 
the wool off and spread it out, and they will cut off the legs, 
the dirty portions, the neck and belly, and simply leave the solid 
part of the wool,-the best of it. Under that clause in the pres­
ent law that wool comes in as if it were in its natural conill­
tion. Couple these two facts together, first the development of 
the frozen-meat trade, and, second, this practice of skirting, 
and you haye the result that whereas the present law was 
drawn upon the theory that wool would shrink i)l the neigh­
borhood of 66~ per cent; as a matter of fact, the wool which 
now comes into the country shrinks not 665- per cent but it 
shrinks more nearly 40 per cent. That is discussed '\'"ery 
briefly in the report of the Tariff Board, to which I simply refer 
in passing, in volume 2, page 382. Just to m~ke it a clear illus­
tration suppose we had 100 pounds. The importer buys 100 
pounds' of wool, and if it shrinks 66~ per cent he would have 
33! pounds under the present Jaw, and he would have to pay a 
tariff of $11, and that would make the schedule what the law 
intended it should be; but let us see how it actually works out. 

Instead of shrinking 66! per cent it shrinks only about 40 
per cent, and, then, instead of having 33! pounds it will be 60 
pounds, and if you will divide the amount of duty he pays by 
GO instead of 33! it will be seen the farmer has not been getting 
anything like 33 per cent protection on the scoured pound. As a 
matter of fact, it is shown by a tabl~ which I shall place in 
my remarks he has been getting something like 18 per cent. 
That is why I said 18 cents on the scoured content in reply to 
the gentleman from Tennessee. That is about what the farmer 
is actually getting under the present law as protectio-µ. Some 
interesting tests were recently made. I happen to know the 
authenticity of these facts. A fleece of Ohio wool was cut in 
two and half_ of it was sent to .Boston and the other half to 

London. That sent to Boston sold at 26E cents per pound, that 
sent to London sold for 19-! cents per pound, a difference of 7 
cents-not 11, but 7. A fleece of Oregon wool was divided, as I 
haYe stated in this case. That fleece of Oregon wool seut to 
Boston brought 20 cents and that sent to London brought 14! 
cents, a difference of 5! cents. The same thing happened with 
Wyoming wool. In other words, the protection is not what the 
law indicates it should be. It has been only something like 
probably 6 cents on the grease pound or 18 cents on the scoured 
pound, and that is why the production of wool has not in­
creased more rapidly under the tariff. 

Now, I want to call attention to another fact, and that is the 
effect the tariff on wool has on the price of clothing. It is 
clearly demonstrable that if all the amount of the tariff is 
added to the price of the article that on the or<linary suit of 
clothes the tariff will not increase the price more than 75 or 80 
cents a suit. Does anybody believe that simply by taking this 
tariff off that a suit that you now buy for $20 you will then 
be able to get it for $19.25? Does anybody think that there will 
be the slightest change in the retail price? 

No one gives it serious consideration, because it is such a 
small element in the price. Ordinarily rou can not make a suit 
of clothes for the biggest mu.n on earth out of a piece of cloth 
and put oyer $2.10 worth of wool in it. How can it be that 
the remornl of tariff on wool is going to barn any appreci­
able effect upon tlie price of clothing? As a matter of fact, 
it wlll baye practically no effect. For ilJustration-and I hold 
no brief for the wool manufacturers and I shall consider them 
only incidentally, for I thinl~ tlle terms of the present compen­
satory duty on wool are unfair and ought to be revised, and I 
shall vote for an amendment to reduce it-as I say, I hold no 
brief at all for the wool manufacturer, but I believe in · giving 
even the devil his due. What I obfoct to is free wool for the 
farmer but protection for tlle manufacturer. If wool is made 
free, why not clothes? The fact is, the price of that clothing is 
not because of the profit the manufacturer makes, but it is be­
cause of the profit that is added somewhere else. There is no 
wool raised in Ohio that will bring over 60 cents per potmd, 
cleaned, and it will not take over 3! pounds to make 3! yards 
of goods required for a suit. The cost of that wool can not be 
over $2.10, and there is not any better wool in the world, and 
this under the present tariff. Whether ·a suit costs $15 or $75, 
it can not contain more than $2.10 worth of wool, including the 
duty, and the rest of the price must be paid to American labor 
or American profit, and not 01er 25 cents profit per suit gets to 
the mill on the aYerage. Twenty years ago department stores 
paid 80 cents, less 7 per cent, for goods to retail at $1. To-<lay 
the big houses ·will not pay over 62i cents for goods to retail at 
$1 and not over 82! cents for goods that retal at $1.25, and prac­
tically no house will pay more than $1.05 for goods that retail 
at $1.50. A $25 suit for women at retail in department stores 
in our great cities costs the retailer not more than $15 net, an<l 
it contains about $6 worth of dress goods. 

A department store selling a snit at $25 gets $10, the mill not 
over .$6, including the tariff on wool ::md the cost of the wool. 
Here is a little item I have here taken from a New York paper, 
an advertisement for one of the big department stores of New 
York City, which one it is not necessary to say, except it goes 
to show that they can sell a blue serge suit, special and thor­
oughly dependable, at $14.75. Now, let us analyze that. The 
ultimate consumer pays $14.75. The department store pays not 
oyer $10. The clothing manufacturer pays for goods not over 
$3.25. The clothing manufacturer pays for trimming, labor, 
expense, and profit $6.75, making $10. The department store 
gets $4.75. The mill gets $3.25, which includes the tariff, cost 
of wool, etc. The department store makes, by simply ll:mging 
up the suit, a profit of more than the farmer gets for raising the 
wool, more than the manufacturer of the cloth gets for its con­
version into cloth. 

The single profit that is made in the one handliug is more 
than the total cost of that piece of cloth, including the cost of 
the wool up to the time it leaves the mill. And then they com­
plain about what an immense profit the farmer is getting, and 
about the tariff. The clothing manufacturer pays for the goods 
not over $3.25. He pays for trimming and labor expense and 
profit, $6.75, making $10. The department store gets a profit 
of $4.75, a profit of nearly 50 per cent. Here is the actual cost. 
And yet we complain because the farmer down on the hills of 
Ohio is getting a little tariff protection upon his product. 

I shall place in the RECORD something of an elaboration of 
what I said at the beginning about the influence of local custom 
upon prkes, to make it clear, if !..lean, as a matter of fact, that 
the thing which has the most to u-o with prices is not the tariff, 
!Jut these peculiar local customs. 
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· i,s; nsed only by the Sugar Trust, and conseq11entfy is p.ut on 
the free list :for its benefit. IncidentaUy, tlle Sugar· Trust seems 
to he wonderfully favored in this- bill, as is· indi~uted by the 
following from the Ohio Farmer of April 26, 19'13: 

[From the Ohio Farmer, Apr. 21.] 
Per cent. FREI!l SUGA.B. 

f~~er:::::::::::::·::::::::::::::::::~::::::::: :-::::~:~~:::.: ~g:;J:::: i ~ · So far every attempt in the Be.moevatfc caueus to altei: a;ny of the 
Poultry cr 50> 8':fietfale _i \ems in t~ Und'erwood. ta.riff nrea.sll"e lias been fllwarted by 

·-······················-··-·························· ·· ·· · 
0

·•••• tll.e· adm1mstratfon f'orces. Pract1cally every impoPt!:UJt item has its 
~mii:ia:::::::·:::::~::::::::~:._:~~:::::::..:::::::::~::::::: ~=:::.=.: 1 

: ' opponents, lmt the· fiercest fight came, a-s expected on tfle ~n"'~u· and 
Do ..•.................................................•. Pound.... 65 raw-w0co-1 items. Tbe sugar sehedul.e as written fnto- the b-lll, tedudng 

Ce'ery Bunch 6G the. drrty at onC'e' from 1.9' cents to- 1 eent per po11nd·, tb~n i•emoving it 
· · ··· ·· ·· ······························-·-····· ········- · · ··· enfl.re]y in three years, w:is. attacked from both sfdes. Repre. entattve 

Appb~:::~:::::: ::::::::::::::~::::::_:::::::::..::::::::::::~: · ~~!f:::: ~~ BIH:>·U~SARD, speaki;ng fo1• the LotFi-sin.nft sugar raise.rs, attempted to com~ 
c:tra.wberries Quart ~ proIDise by proposmg a 1()' per cen-t reduction at first with a pro"'resstve 
"' ··· · · · · · ·· · · ·· · · ·· ··-··· ·-· · ·· · ···· ··· ···· · · · · ··· · · · · · reduction every three years, b-ut th.is was defeated' 80- to· 15. 0A free-
Oni~~:~: :::::·::::::::::::~:::: ::: :::: :~:: :: :::: ::~:::: ::: : ~~:::::: ~ sugar. Member proposed t~o remove alI the duty at once, bot to malte' j:t 

Do B el 58 etrecttve October 15, to grve wholesalers time te> adjust theJr business to 
ornn~es::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-::::::::::~:::::~:::::: n!~a:::: ; 20 the n~w conditions, bu~ the cat:cus also· voted this· dowu. Upponents of 

~--········-····-·-··-···-·-············-··············· Box....... 59' lowermg the sugal.' tariff graphically pointed out that consumers are not 
Oats .......•........... ---····--··---····················· Bushel.... 74' now pe.yjng the full duty-1.9 cents. per pound-on refined. SUJ!a1·, not• 
l!fefons · p d 50 the 1.680- cents on ra.w sugar, nor the Culmn-sugaL' duty of L348 cC!O:ts 
p · · · · ···············-· ····· · ·· -···- ··· ·· ·· ··•·•······ •· oun · ··· 60. for the reason that refiners, in competition for the domestic market,. 
p~I~~::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::..::::::::::: .::::::::::~::: ~:~~:::: 1 59' ll_ave so reduced t~e price tha~ consumers are now paying only a frac! 
Strin beans B l 80 · tlon ot these duties. Rernovmg tbe tariff will tberefore enable the 

~~~::z~s:~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~i~~~~~ li ~~r~~;1:t~:l~~~rla~lg~~;~~!;:~~~ ~~1~~~t:!f !~~~:~::tJl~J~l:1Hi'.: 
prodoctwn, an illustration of which is afforded by tbe fact that a short­
ai:e- of a million tons, which is less t.han our domestic production, sent 

That is to say, tbe man wh0 runs the dairy :farm, furnishes sugur up 2 cents in HHl. Then . with the beet-sugar industry out of 
t he c C" f h f d h d tt d t th "]king· tl eir way. the half dozen American refiners would import all tilPir ow, a.res or er, ee S er, an ' a en s 0 e mt ' sugar, m11ke their own prices, and grow richer than ever before. Mr. 
gets but 50" per cerrt of what is paid for the milk by the ultimate· u. DFJRwoon s.ays that the only suggestions which Presfdent Wllson in­
(!Onsnmer. In ease of poultry, the farmer's wife who raiseS' ~istecl on in e~t1i:rg in the tariff bill are tbe free-sugar and free-woo} 
the chickens: gets but 50· cents (}Ut of every cle>Ilar that is paid items. Also, it 18 reporte_d that the Pres.fdent admits that "some ct 

. the domestic sugar factories must close, but he hopes that they wUI 
for- them by the consumev. The producer of on1-ons gets. only · reobJen later." Wbat would tbey reopen tor? Our farmers are not 
2& per cent oi!" the consumer"s p~ice; ·The producer of oranges- going to r~e sugar beets at a cost of S.54 cents· pe.r sugar pound to­
"'etS onty 20. per cent. The· producer of cabbage gets only· 48 compete with the .German cost of 2.41 cents (figures are from the Wa;vs' 
:;, . . . :.tnd l\Icans Com1mttee report accompanying last year's Underwc d taril'[ 
pei:- cent of the price pard b-y the consumer. The produeer of' bill), esperially when all the margin ot profit goes info the p.octrets of 
potatoes gets only $59i ()'Ut of every $100 paid by the consumer. the American Refining Co. and its associates. Fu11thermore,. Louisiana 
Tbe :Qia.:n who raises the. l.U.termef-0ns irets only 3'4 per· eerrt of the . cane s'!g-:i.r, !Jecause It gC!es upon the market early in the fal,I, before 

• ':_ . . . . , domestic beet-sugar st1pph.es are available, bas seTved to keeD the prkc 
pr11ce t~ th~ cousu_mer. In other wo .. a;i. with the agricultu~r of sugar mo-re uniform the year around. Thus re ls made clear tlurt frctJ. 
prodactwn mcreasmg only slowiy and: m some cases absolntely sugar may benefit none but the half dozen powerful refining concerns, 
decreasing, witb only a smaU share of the coDsumer,.s price ; and t:b.e- ... dear consumers" may P!IY dearer than rro-w: 
going to· th~ producer, it fs very apva-rent why the cost of living · But as the· funner sees thn.tr his corn and eorn menr, wheat, 
is high. We see clearly two of the reasons that ente1r i'nto this, and hogs are on the free lf• t he· can look ttp and' thank his stars 
great prob-lem.. Of couTse, tbere are other !aetcn1s, which ft is that he can still get cud.bear free. [Laughte1'.] Tb.ink of the 
not our purpose- here· to di-seu$. old fa1·mer with h f worn-out troo~rs and: his rnn-oveT boots-

Mr. Chairman, I see that my time- is. almost gone, but: before I :for his trousers.are likely to be worn-out and his boots rfill-over 
eo.n .. elude there are some- things to which I should like to can ! under the hard times which this b-ill wm bring-going into- the­
n.tte.nti:on. I should like to go tlnl'ougb Sehed'Ule G, :in wbk·h . store and saying, "l\lr. Storekeeper, I want a bushel o-i cud'­
prnetically everything timt is raised upon the f:um is efthe-1' ; bear.'" 
put upon the free. 1ist or the rates are cut in two--tllie farmer That is a thing that you Democrats have p-romised' yonr con­
suffei: the most heavily of al]. Did you notice the clety upon . stituents. It is a great sati:sfactiGn t& know tha"t eudbea·r is on 
peanuts1 It is as mteresting: as it can be. That is on pa.ge 5! , the free 1ist. It is a splendid thing for the farme:r. [Laughter.] 
of tllis bill. Before th:it they had been cutting and slicing dght Then if the farmer's wife ·bus been S() economieal as to be 
aru:l left, putting cattle~ and horses, and' sheep, and mules. dead able to s:l!ve up a little lard and take it to m:arke1i sfie will find 
or alive, an:d swine. and all of' those things at gl'eatly red.11Ced . the price has been c.ut a eent and a half a pound, but, thank God, 
rates, and then the brethren-, in order to- save· their fuees· rin<: I Joss sticks are on the free fist, and'. nlso old fnnk. [fLaug:liter.J 
keep up appearances-,, slightly reduced the duty on peanuts~ Pea- And if that good mother should hap-pen to wa:nt a leech she can 
nuts unshelled n-0w bear half a cent a pound. They made a get it, because leeches aJso ru·e on the free list. 
tremendous- ( ?) reduct:i-On from em~-half a cent a pound t<Y three- This farmer goos on and be finds Ills beef a:nd veal! and mutton 
eighths of a cent a pound, in the interestS" of tlle' people. .Andi and pork and lamb- are pi1t on the free list. The Fll'iees o-f the 
shelled peanuts that now bear a rate of 1 cent a poon.Cf-and products of his. fium have ·an gone to- piece~ bnt be says, " I am 
wbo ever heard of su<:h' magna.nimity=--are reduced t<> three- satisfied,. because I ca.n get all the manna I want, :rn it is on the 
fomth~ of a cent pound. A 1rrodu~t tk:: t is raised in a locality fi.·ee list!' And' also meerschaum. 1 thought that was wen put 
that has n~t a :Member on the committee to look after it bas in here, ''"mere-sham.'' He finds that the pric-es on eats tind hay 
to stand a eHtr b-ut peanuts. had a friend on the committee, and have all gone to grass, but, glory De,. he can get myrobola.ns 
so they did. not suffer. bee, and also nnx. \Omica. That helps out. [uraghter.J 

I will refer in the closing. minutes which I have to this free : And his potntOf'#J, on which he hnd 25 cents protection. are 
list. . put on the free list. That is bad foo Jlim. I1! is bad! to l'lave the 

l\Ir. Cbairmun, tlllsi is a thing grandl,. gloomy., and peculiar. : price of his rye and milk and cream reduced by taking oft the 
Mr. MAPES:. Where are peanuts rBi ed?· t..'Lrift; but tt helps: ou some to: have- the farm.el' Il::n.-0w that: if he 
Mr. WILLIS. In Virgi::n:Ul, ·North Carolina.,. and so on down . . wishes he can still get a.ll the pulu he wants free of duty. 

I am not complaining about that. I am simply bewailing the That is a great fundamental doctrine' of t:.he Democrutle 
misfortunes of the poor feUows in l\fichigan and' Ohio and Party-to give the people pu11l in great al).mi.danc.e.. (Laughter 
other place& who did not have a frilmd at eourt. I a;m not on the Republican side.] 
complaining. And here iS' another thing that helps out: Apatiie and dfvi-

When th-e fal'me.r opens UJl this- fnee- list,. thel!e are things· di;vi are m?-de free. [Laughter on the RepubHcan side.J Then,. 
that are go.ing to make him happy. He wilil find b:roo:m corn here is section' 613r It wm be a splendid thing :for the- A.merf­
on the free list,. and buckwheat is· on the free list. But there cani people, before the effects of this bill are outlived, toi have 
is compensation. IDs broom. corn has gone- dnwn in pvice,, andl sp.unk placed on the- free list. He:re it is. We shall sure-ly need: 
his b-u~kwheat i n.ot worth enough to fill up a :ravine; but it before we get through with the effects of thfs bill. ~Renewed 
whftt a sn.tisfacti'O"n it will be to. him when. he: finds that he ean laughter.] And then if you tell tl'l.e fa.rme:Fs that the price of 
get cadmium free. [Laughter.]' hogs has gone '111wn and the price of talfow has gone> down. it 

The CHAIR~.bAN. The time: of the gentleman from Ohio has will comfort them to. know that, even wffh tlL'l-t reduetfon 
exJ.Jired. o:t price in tallow and hogs, ta.ma.rinds are mad'e· free: [La:ugh-

Mr. PAYNE. l yield th:ree> minutes moi·e w th~ gentfeman. ter.] And that is the case all the way through this: biU-n. 
l\lr. WILLIS. And tb.eu if he goes on be: will find corn and '~mere sh.am." ~Prolo.nged appl.am;e on the· Re11uf:ilican. s.i:de.J 

cornmeal, which he used to get p.rotectiOIL on;,. now on the free The CHAIRMAN ~?!Ir. SnvENs. of" New Hwnp hire)'. The 
list, but bonechar he can get free. Unfortup.ately, however, that time of the gentleman has expired. 
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:Ur. PAY~'lll Mr:... Chnirllllln,. I yield: tO' the: gentleman from Some of' them remember and refeT' to. the. conditions of 20 yeum 
~ w J-er eJt [l\Ir. BROWNING]. . a-ga andi beg. th.at we e:cr not repe.at that folly. 

)Ir. BROWNING. lllr. ChaiTman:, ·with the full know.ledge· I I have sent thls bil1 to- the' indUEtt:iuJ estuhlishments of Cam· 
tlmt :my rem..'1rhs I may muke cm the· pending bill will be futile; (den, the prfacipal city in my district, and elsewhere-, and from 
y-et, in justice· to my con t'itueuts. I must register a protest 1 many· o1J them l: have- received ca:ndid rel)ries; stating the result 
tigainst the pi·ovisions af these- sch.ed.ules whlch. if enacted\ into1 · that must follow the ena.ctment of its· provisions. 
1 \Y, wil'.l dis:rstrously· affert the people-of tl\e first New Jersey The- head ot the· State grange> and· a: practical farmer says: 
ttistrict, the· peopie of the entire State of ... 1ew .Jersey, and the I liaverr't had time· to make a thorough compacison of schedules, but 
people o:t tire whole· country. We need only the- light af_ exJ20'- am .fully conyinee.d, so far as · I have. gone,. that the bill will be fat:rl to, 
rience to read tlre hnnclwriong on the w::tlL ~ agncultui:al mtei:ests. 

I shatl confirro ruy i·emarks- targel'y-to the sitnntion in IDJi own F~·0m the- South Jersey Farmers' Ex.eh::nge comes the fo.1:-
clistrict,. tb:ough I bellern my contention is applic-al)le genei'ftlly · lowrng.: 
to all othe1r tHstr~ts aml States of the- Union, We· are- "rifulg you on request of a:bot1t 1,000· members of th S{)nfo 

Mr· Chairman l rep-esent some WO 000: ind •stti.ous enen?:etic Jersey ra.x:mers' Exchange in pretest against the bill ~ is before on-
• ' • 1 • ,._ • . • ':.. ' !?TI'~S to talre tiie duty- entirely ofC of' potatoeE. We thmk at least there. 

prosperous peopl and I rmghL :my that almost e•ery attlcle slicmld be m>t less thn.n Io cents pet• l}ushel. duty paid on aIT fOr~igm 
we need in our daily life is prod11cetl and mude· i:n. my district pota~oes <roming. into thi:r country. We ,cl!-n hardly ~eHeve that.yo1~ and 
a:nu State. On our farms-though ours is not an; agri'CultnrnI ~~h:~ro~':r~s ll'eprnsenting the. farmers mterests w1II allow this bill t& 

St. te--w-e t"aise millions of bushels o-f wheti.t, corn. a.rrd oats, f • • • _ 
ancl about m-ery known article of so-c· lle ' ~rden truek. In. F!om a letter of the officia.Js of a.. worsted mill I take the foI-
our facti:mie3. mills-. uad. yards we turn eut rnilumen1bfe articles, _ lowmg extrncts..: 
from steel p_ens to IJuttle hips and me-L·chnm:DsinO' vessels_ . We certainl;i: feel tha:t its eti'ects wiU be most .se11lous and deprl"ssin~ 
Thirty thousan<T wnge. en.rners: ai:e- prri<I some: $15.ooo.o"'o() yeru:Iy, ~c;;.i:c;~ jg:1ei~\U:~Ja0;on~~ifna~,~a.~W:~: c:~f o~~ ~~·~s ~°nt:t3~P;;;. 
more tli:m the amount paid by the Goverrunen-t tO' its employees ce~t on manufactured goods and clothing, even with wools- being admit-• 
here· in tl.te National Capital Besides· mu profitable farming- te.d free. of. du.ty. 
corumuniti-es we ha.v-e prosperou'S' iron aBd tee:L and pottery- airrd "' *' "' * * * * We are wholly de11endPnt- on the weavers of tbe goods fol" 01ir bn~-
woolen: plnn.ts. while 001:' etemkals, caudy,_ soups, laees, eilc-Ioth, ne~>t. and wh ·t- we- t'ear most- is· that they will rrot- be able to- run und~r.' 
m!Jroidery. stoves, corks, t:rl1ri:n:g-mnchine . and sc.ores-of ether a .:l5 per cent dut:v at tire pre!rent seale• of' wages-, in which ease they- . 

:utic:Ies rtl"e' h.-nown throughout: not only om.: own eotmtrY' but all will have no use for om· yarns, and we, in turn,, will ha:ve no- use. f'or 
m•er the wurld:.. wocrl. free or otherwise. 

And right horP, l\!r. Chuimm.rr, let me emphasize the f:rct that The head of a varnish and paint concern. writes..: 
every one of the- iIDlnstties of my district is.. subject to:. the- very I can assure you. that its provis.lons wm op.ecate most disastrously,. 
kC€Uest competitfon. We haY"e no m.onop.olie und we pay divi- as tar- a:s our int-erest s in Camden are concerned. 
<lends on aa watered stock. Willi possib'ly· one exceptitlIT, you I extr:ict the following paragraphs from a letter concern]ng. 
can not connect us with any so-called trust;: and. further, many ffi..e. worsted anu woolen yarn industry: 
of the mam1fa.cturing c:oneerns of my district ct1n and do pay tlie- From every indication it means practically utter destruction. 
lligheo.::t wases on enrth, and m:1ke- • rens-0mlble profit by ex.er:..- * * -• * * * • . rt is almost' certah.1 tha:t there wtll be very little flmerlcan cfoth 
cising the- most rigid e on-0m nrul efficiency in. rna·nngement. made nntIT Amei;ic:m fa.bor ha:S' heen brought: down tcr the level of' Euro~ 

Fifty milUon dollars have- been im: ted' in plants and ma· pea:n labo.r. 
ch:inecy, and $~0.000000 worth o:1i prnducts are- turned out an- * • • • • • • 
IIIBlily. '!'hi could 0uly be possible, however with wrotectiom An a.nalysis of the last census report shows- that in. the city o:t 

C':nnde11 tflere were aTJour 1.200 pPrsuns em11loyed· Irr the m!fDtrfitctureo 
against tbe product& of chea.p foreign labor.. Remove- tW pro,_ of woi-J':ted yarns. rereiving smra.ooo ammally in· w~R T.Dis me1lns:. 
tection in. whole· Ot' iru part. a.s- is proposed ra thi'S' most iniqui- that annroximately 16 per rent of onr entii:e popuJation is depend1>nt: 
tous, un-American, free-trade bill, aml one of two things must upon this indnstvy for a livelihood. Strike at the root of this lndw~try 

and' y<.TU deprive ttlis portion of our pupulatiorr of Ure meang ot support. 
happen in the- f.ictori.e-s in my district, my State. and all O'\"er Nottrtn~ coul(t be m.or£'" dlsastrom; fo o•TT' eftv aml to, the woi:sted--
the country-the mills must close or the workmen must accept yarn. industry than- the passage of House bill 3321. 
foreign wages. F11om a maear.onf company cornea the followfu:g:: . 

Tber.e is no· dlspute-. Mr. Chairman, a.bout th1s d'ifferenc in: ~s we- saia formerfy. tfilS wilJ; p·ractically mean that mirny AmerkITTI 
wages. No Oile' denies or will deny tha.t tha wages tmid iu macauonf factories will have to f!-O out of b11sirres~. a,s It is- lmpo~!lible' 
C:nnden. N .. J_ nre· double irnd treble those pai-d abroad for the to compete witb foFPiim manufa.cturers, because macaroni is a.. proffnct 
sa.me work- And .....nth: the T<r<l~ ~st of an n,.tt'cln. a.,.,....,,.,~T\ ·ti"n!! to that Is nsed pl'incipa:TTy by foreignet"s: and· they- prefer to- buy imported· 

- .. -~ ,... "&"" "-v ...._. = .LUVU>.L ~ goods, especially i'f tney can buy. it chea:pe:r than tlie American prQduct.. 
from 70 t<!>- 90 per eent of its total cost of production, what is 
going to happen wheni we. a.re d.rtn~n to open ct>mpe.tition with A firm in Camden dealing in wool, scoured, curboniz'ed, and' 
producera who1 receive but one-hnlf or one.third oF ou~ wages? combed, writes: 

We- are wld th.at this new tariff will reduce the- cost of living. U-e have caref'uTiy coni::iderea: the porlfons of the Iii11 relating to our· 
J;' helieTe it will, Mr. Cha-irml1Il.. lt wilL mean lh·ing in one oi: indu~try, and l~ok upon i;s- pa:ssage*' with- very~ great tes;: • 
two rooms instead of living in.. a whole house. It wilt mean one Tbe proposPd bill provides for free wool and 35 per. cent on. manm 
suit of clothes instead oi three. It will mean meat occasienally factured textilPs, and in the light o1 pa.st ex.perJ.en.ce· we. can. not see 
· t d f d ·1 It ·n f 'f l · I ·u wbel'e the texti e manufacturers- have mncb chance to operate. We be-
ins ea 0 UJ Y· WI mean ew, 1 an·y, axurte'3. t Wl lieve since- the passa~ of' tbe form~'!' bill the- texille- inil11stry or this 
mean the- withdrawal of savingsr wllich in the city of Camden ronntry Jrns- advaneed constdera.ol:v .. possibly to such an ~e11t that the: 
nmaunt to $20.000.000. It wrn mean a cessation in. building~, lndm;try might be able to Uve undn the conditien. of the bill passed in 
which will affect the-workers in. the-various trades, woose-wages President C'TevPland's term, but it sul'eTy bas not mride such strides- tha-t 
will be cut in bnlf or worse becnUBe of idle• time. And then the it- e~ exist un~el' the p1;.ovisions 0'; the· urui;.i·wood'. bill; * 
merchant and profesai()Ilal m..'ln and w<:>rnan- will suffer, tilJ only It is- a nationirl dls,grace if this country can not' cloth~ tts people;. 
the pawnbroker will ba doing. a profitable business. [Applause and we tborou!lhly believe tbat a hill bearing such a low rate of pro~ 
on the Republican side.] tection to manufactured textiles will l!ive the ind1L<1try: a severe setback. 

From the Demoeratic- stan<'Ipoi-ut of ta-Piff for revenue, the o-roposed bill 
The President in bis message-made no allus~on to wages. The- will be a gi:eat su.CTess, in· that tt. will permit llie importation ill! goorls; 

report o~ the majority is· silent on the matter.. The speeches in enormous quan.tities. 
fa~orin.g- this bill Reverely let the subject alone, and yet it is the A compara.ti>ely ne.w industry, that of pb'ototypes:, gelatine. 
)2i th of the entire question. prints. commercial and' a:rt entalogues. S€nd the following : 

We are- told b.r the- astute writers on fina nce and econon:tlcs. At its best this industry is but in a state of' infancy, and· It is to 
of the cotmtry that we are to- have a new national wage adjust- fm•tbe.r crevelop it in this cotrn1:ry tba.t< we protest a:gairurr lowerin~ the 
ment. We. :ue told that thjs billr if it becomes a law. witl taril!.. aB we have found in the past that it is alrearl.y- low enough on 
revolutienize our wall'e- scale .. will dis-runt our labor union<;', and work done' IJy this process to make it impossible fol" us to compete with = 1r· ""' for,rign: bow;;es 011- sucli things a-s illustrated post cards and art sub-
le~el our nresent standard of living towaFd the- foreign plane. jects. Worse. still. anor!ler l'owering of the tariff would mean to us to· 
Such must be- the result, if not th.e intention, of thi& bill. 1t abandon the indust:J:y altogether. as we would be absolutel.y unable to­
wilt positlvaly close mm·e than one factory in. my. dfat:Fict unless- <'omp·ete with the in-rush of' t'be printing done by foreign producers. 
our workmen are willing to accept one.·fialf o:r one-thira of the A petition. signed by the. ernp1oyees· of the abo•e firm says : 
wages- they are• now receiving, .And whep, tha-t result is b-rought Sho.uld t=he tarttr be- lowerP.d on' the gocds of our employe'CS. it would; 
about, Ur. ChaJrman, everv man, woman and clli1d in. the- coun- be· i.mposs:ible, for tr1em to compete witll the f'oreign producers, and con 

~,J; ~ sequentiy• thllY1 would Be compeTied' either to abandon' th'!!' industry or 
try must be· adveraety affected. r.ednce our wa~ tO" sucfi; an extent a-s to almost deprive us of a decent 

l\Jy people. are already realizing what this bill means. They Uveliho.od, tff, which w a:s American citizens are jnstly entitled. 
are· sending· me petitions be.'1ring th-0usand& of narbeB\ not the One of' the glaring: in.eqmrlities of" the bill, bearing orr an in­
nru:nes of capUali:Sts and manufaeturers amt bank.e-rs, but the-: d'u.-stry in rny·d:istriet.. is tJie fa.et that ru duty- remains en burlap; 
name& of: the. m en and wamen; of the mills, regardress: 01· party., not . one-y.:ud: of wmctt rs~ .mudei m. thiSc country. To pla:ea this on. 
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the free list would work an injury to no citizen of this country, 
but, on the contrary, would be a positi>e and substantial ad­
vantage to the poorest man, as this commodity is the basis of 
his carpet-floor oilcloth. 

On the other hand, the dut:v on floorcloth has been changed 
from 45 per cent to 20 per cent, and this feature, in connection 
with the fact tlrnt the raw material-burlap-carries a. duty, 
makes it practically sure that the American manufacturer of 
fioorcloths can not compete with the manufacturer abroad. 

Mr. Chairman, I ha\e quoted the comments of honest business 
men, of men who know what the effect of this tariff would be 
and who would be justified in anticipation of its enactment in 
closing their mills or announcing the reduced wages, which 
must positively be the only alternative. And in this connection, 
:Mr. Chairman, I could pay no higher tribute to the manu­
facturers of my district and the State, and to the manu­
facturers throughout the country, than to call attention to the 
fact that they have made no threats, they have resorted to no 
recrimination, but in the face of coming adversity, and ruin 
for many, they have kept up courage and proceeded as best 
they could with constantly decreasing orders, keeping their fires 
lit and their men at work in the hope that in some way disaster 
tnay be averted. 

I might, in justice to myself and the industries of my 
district, ask that the bill be amended, but I should have to 
present as many amendments as we have industries, and as it 
would only be a waste of time I shall refrain. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I do protest against this bill, not alone 
because of the general reductions that take away the adequate 
protection our industries need against cheap foreign labor, but 
because of the vicious features of the measure which increase 
the duty on raw material that we do not produce and reduce 
the duty on the finished product. That sort of tariff making, 
sir, is not only rm-American but inhuman and iniquitous to the 
last degree. 

It would seem that there could be nothing worse for our lnbor 
and industries than free trade, but worse still is a tariff that 
taxes the raw material and lets in free, or with a low duty, the 
finished product. There is no reason and no excuse for such 
legislation, Mr. Chairman, unless it is the intent and desire to 
adjust American wages and the American standard of living 
to the European and .Asiatic level. 

When the wages of workmen in our mills and factories are 
reduced to the Democratic free-trade dollar-a-day basis, then the 
price of farm products must be cut in half and the wages of 
carpenters, painters, plumbers, masons, bricklayers, paper 
hangers, decorators, teachers, clerks, and so on, must also 
be cut in half, with idleness on every hand. There will be no 
strikes then for higher wages and shorter hours. Instead of a 
job or two for every man, there will be two or more looking for 
every job. 

There is another point, Mr. Chairman, that should not be 
overlooked. While you are reducing duties upon a standard 
.American product, other nations are increasing their duties, 
with the result that our manufacturers will be ground between 
two millstones. 

We are making in my district superior goods, the best made 
on earth. The cheap imitations of these goods are at present 
kept out by an adequate tariff; take away this protection and 
we shall be inundated by the cheaply made foreign product. We 
are prohibited from selling abroad by foreign tariffs; our home 
market will be taken a"fay, the domestic industry destroyed, 
and the inferior substitute will flood our markets. Wherein do 
we gain? 

.Again, we find that some of our industries are given slight 
incidental protection that may enable them to barely exist, and 
yet our farmers are given no protection whatever, and when the 
agriculturists of my district or of any other district are unable 
to make a profitable living, how can they buy the products of 
the mills and factories? 

Why, Ur. Chairman, this bill instead of being called a bill to 
reduce tariff duties and provide revenue for the Government­
which it will not provi<le-and for other purposes, should be 
called a bill for the emasculation of American wages, the dis­
mantlement of American homes, and the debasement of Ameri­
can men and women. 

With all the vigor of which I am possessed do I protest 
against such a. blow to the industries of my district and against 
such an attempt to ruin the people I represent. I can do no 
more. But I warn you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that the 
day of reprisal will come as it came in 1824, in 1860, and in 
1896--you may bring calamity and disaster and ruin and pov­
erty and suffering, but the people will rise in their might and 
again restore us to protection and opportunity and prosperity. 

l\Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of the majority, you are taking 
an unfair advantage in carrying out your designs; you were not 

asked to frame and pass this nc10us tariff mea ure. On the 
contrary, a most subEtantial majority of our Yoters prote ted 
against such legislation at the polls last fall, and a still greater 
majority would register their disapproval now if they could do 
so. You were gi>en power by a political fluke. In the T"ernncn­
lar of the day you scored not by a clean base hit, but by IJeing 
hit by the ball. The American people are opposed to your 
policy. We are a people who favor adequate protection to home 
labor and industries. We ::ire in fayor of high wages, a lligh 
standard of liYing, comfortable homes, plenty to eat and wear, 
and opportunity for all with consequent national progress. 

This bill, if enacted into law, will bring disa ter nncl ruin and 
will ad>ersely affect every person in the country except those 
who profit . from the ad>ersity of others. We of the minority 
can only protest and hope that in some way the evils that 
threaten us may be in part or wholly averted. [.Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. LANGLEY]. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am very proud indeeu to 
have the privilege of addressing so large and enthusiastic an 
audience. [Applause.] I hope my genial friend from .Alabama 
[Mr. UNDERWOOD]-and I am glad that he and the distinguislled 
gentleman from Missouri [:Mr. CLARK] both honor me with their 
presence and attention-will pardon me if I become personal 
to the extent of saying that, although I greatly admire the 
superb qualities of leadership possessed by the gentleman from 
Alabama and hold him in the highest personal esteem, I was, 
nevertheless, in favor of the nomination of my old frienu CIIAYP 
CLARK for the Presidency. [Applause.] 

l\Iillions of honest voters had been persuaded into the firm 
conviction that protection was unconstitutional and a robbery; 
that it was a handicap to capital, a burden to the masses, and 
beneficial only to plutocrats and other selfish enemies of the 
common people. I felt that the gentleman from Missouri [l\fr. 
CLARK], ha>ing been the st:Jr performer in that well-staged 
drama, ought to have been the chief beneficiary of Democracy's 
ill-gotten gain. [Laughter and applause.]" But the Democratic 
Party is sometimes ungrateful, as Ilepublics are proverbia11y 
said to be, and my friend was "turned down." The manner 
of · the "turning down" and the reason for it have nothing to 
do with the tariff question, and therefore it is not proper that I 
should discuss the subject here. 

Mr . .AUSTIN. But he will come back again, I will say to the 
gentleman. 

l\fr. LANGLEY. I hope he will. I do not know whether I 
shall favor his nomination four years from now or not; but one 
thing is certain,· and that is that if the popularity of the gentle­
man from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] continues to grow in this 
country, as a result of his authorship of this bill, as it is now 
growing in the countries across the sea, where they are looking 
with longing eyes to our rich markets which the bill will open 
up to them, then his political future is assured and the attain­
ment of the goal of his ambition certain. [.Applause.] Then 
nothing can keep him out of the White House. Even fusion 
between Wilson and Bryan and LA FOLLETTE and CLABK and 
Roosevelt, with the Socialist vot~ thrown in, could not stop him. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

But will the American people like him as well "after taking" 
as they do "before taking"? [Laughter.] That is the mo­
mentous question. He is not exceedingly popular just now down in 
the district which I have the honor to represent. Uy constitu­
ents like him well enough, but most of them fear the effect 
of his bill. However, I will tell him how be can make hims~lf 
a hero in the tenth district of Kentucky. We raise a good deal 
of cattle and hogs there, and we also consume a good deal of. 
beef and pork and bacon. We produce a great deal of coal and 
lumber, but we also use a great deal of those commodities, and 
the same is true with reference to many other articles I could 
mention. If he can so shape this bill that he•can maintain the 
price of cattle and hogs and at the same time reduce the price 
of beef, pork, and bacon to the consumers of those articles; 
if he. can keep up the present price of coal and lumber to the 
producer and at the same time cheapen them to the consumer; 
in a word, if he can deYise some sort of automatic process 
working both ways whereby the wages of labor can be main­
tained as well as the prices of what labor produces and at the 
same time these products can be cheapened to the consumer; 
then, indeed, I am almost willing to concede that he could come 
very near carrying that rock-rfobed Republican district as the' 
nominee for the Presidency in 1916. . 

I earnestly hope that he can do these things, because I want 
to see all the people of my district get a square deal and their 
share of the beneficence of this bill. I confess that I entertain 
serious doubts as to whether all this is possible, although I 
really think that you Democrats are in earnest about it and 
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r eally believe that you can accomplish tliis devoutly wished~for 
result. r give you credit for the utmost good intentions, but I 
f}eg to remind you that there is a certain road which is said to 
be paved with that kind of material. · 

I will ad.mil that I used to be quit-e considerably prejudiced 
against Democrnts, and sometimes I e-ren doubted the putriotism 
of some of them. When I was a b-Oy and heard that good old 
camp-meeting song-

Sbow pity, Lord! 0 Lord, forgive! 
Let a repenting r ebel live--

I thought it was a generous plea of a righteous Republican to 
the '-'ood Lord to be merciful to a poor penitent Democrat. But 
in r~cent years I have developed very largely the spirit of 
tolerance. I think the gentleman from Alabama ru:id his fol­
lowers earnestly believe that this bill will work out great good 
for the country. On the other hand, I am just as firm in my 
belief that it will curtail home production, embarrass capital, 
lower the wages of labor by reducing the demand for it, driving 
many out -0f employment, lower the prkes of farm produC'ts 
and of labor's products generally, and halt the industrial progress 
oi the Nntion. Should it turn out that I am mistaken, my 
disappointment will be compensated by the gratifying knowledge 
that more good bas eome to the country. 

I want to say to my distinguished Democratic friend from 
Kentucky in front of me here [Mr. STANLEY~ ~at I wi~l not 
agree to join his party in that event. because 1t 1s w:rong rn too 
many other things· but if you Democrats make times better 
by this Mll I will tDke off my hat to you and admit that for 
once you have guessed right. 

I sha..11 not attempt • .Mr. Chairman, to point out all the de­
fects (l'reat and small, in this bill. Life is too short for that. I 
shall' ~ntent myE-elf with pointing out some of its most striking 
shortcomings. ET-eryone within the reach of my voice and 
millions of people throughout the country will remember how 
for years the Democrats, in season. and ·out of season, have be­
rated the Republican Party for not giving the farmer a square 
deal, and how they swore by high heaven that things should 
he different if their party ever got into power. Every Demo­
cratic pl.atform. siru:!e the dose of the Cle"\"'eland adminisb·ation 
bas been ringing and reverberating with promises tha.t the 
farmer and his interests should tie properly cared for if the 
Democ1·atic Party obtained control of the Government. This 
w :is one of the lead.Ing issues upon which that party appealed to 
the voters of the country for confidence and support. 

Well, the party is in power now, and the very first thing it 
hn.s done, in spite of those promises, has be"en to girn the Amer­
ican farmer the worst slap in the face that has ever been ad­
ministered to him since the foundation of thls Government. It 
taxes the raw material and lets in free the finished product. It 
taxes wheat, but 'Jets in flour free. It taxes cattle and hogs, 
but lets in free beef and pork and bacon, thus transferring to 
foreigners the employment involved in converting the r~w m.3te­
rial. If ever any class of producers in our country was dis­
crimina ted against by legislation, it bas been done in the case 
of the farmers in this bill. It was bad enough in the so-caned 
farmers> free-list bill, which p1·oposed reciprocal trade in agri­
cultural products between the American farmer and the Cana­
dian farmer but this bill is infinitely worse, because it invites 
the Canadian farmer to dump all of his surplus products into 
the United States and gives the American farmer nothing in 
return. I know it is contended that Canada to-day has no 
agricultural products to spare, but it is well to bear in mind 
the fact that up in Alberta and other Provinces enormous wheat 
fields are being cultivated in ever-increasing numbers and that 
in the natural course of events that wheat will seek the Amer­
ican market. I opposed reciprocity with Oanada, although it 
was favored by a Republican President, because I feared the 
conditions which I have just d.escribed, and with all the more 
vigor do I oppose the present bill, which aggravates these ad- · 
verse conditions beyond compare. 

Our Democratic friends declare that while it is true that the 
farmer's profits on his crops may be scaled down by the free 
entry of the products of competing agriculturists, he will be 
benefited by the lower prices of the things be consumes. They 
seem to forget, however, thut it makes very little difference 
how cheaply an article may be bought if the wQuld-be purchaser 
has not the money with which to buy it. It will make very 
little difference to the American farmer whether he can buy 
his clothing and the dothing for his family for 25 per cent less 
than he has been paying for it if his own income is cut down 
50 per cent, or even more, as the result of this tariff legislation. 
It will° ma.ke very little difference to him that agricultural im­
plements can be imported free of duty if production on his acres 
has to be curtailed because no longer profitable. 

Coal is put upon the free list in this bm. I am -0pposea. to 
that. I .do not believe that the price of coal will be cheapened 
thereby in such a degree as to make a material difference to 
those who use the domestic product. I do know that free coal 
is certain to result in the lowering of wages of the men em­
ployed in American mines. I am sure that it will affect most 
injuriously the coal-mining industry of Kentucky and West 
Virginia for the reasons already stated, and also because of 
the fact that a large part of the northern market now supplied 
~rom the mines in those Strrres will hereafter be supplied by 
Canada and Nova Scotia by re:IBon of the cheap water trans­
portation from those Provinces as against the more expensive 
rail transportation from the Stat es I have named. I assert, 
Mr. Chairman, that this is a most inequitable arrangement. 
We allow Canada to bring her coal into the United States; we 
make her a present of this great market and we ask nothing in 
return. In all conscience it would be bad enough to allow the 
free importation of conl under any circumstances, but it ap­
pears to me as extremely poor statesmanship to permit this to 
be don~ without obtaining at least some reciprocal advantage 
from Canada. It violates every fundamental p1incipJ.e of eco­
nomic wisdom, and cun not be excused even upon the score of 
expediency. 

I know it is conten<led that putting coa-1 on the free list will 
not reduce the wages of the labor employed in the coal industry 
in this country. I have had no practical experience in the busi­
ness, and can not therefore speak from personal knowledge, hut 
I would like to introduce a witness who has had rnst experience 
in the business and ought to know what he is talking about. I 
refer to no :less a personage than the Hon. Henry Gassaway 
Davis, of West Virginia, whom you Democrats nominated for 
Vice President a few years ago. Mr. Davis a1}peared before the 
Committee on Ways and Means in 1893 ( Fifty-tllird Congress), 
of whieh Mr. Wilson, of West Virginia, was ehairm3n, and of 
which the Hon. William Jennings Bryan, of Nebraska, was :a 
member. It so happooed that Mr. Davis was being interro­
gated by the Nebraskan with regard to the effect of putting 
eoal on the free list. In answer to one of MT. Bryan's ques­
tions Mr. Davis made this very significant statement : 

That is the district of your ch.airman-the second West Virginia. 
There are 3 ,000 or 4.000 people there who are depending almost en­
tirely upon the di~gfag of coal and getting it to market. Make coal 
free and you take from them their bread. (See p. 1127.) 

Your arguments now contradict this distinguished witness, 
although you tried to elect him to the great office of Vice Presi­
dent after he bad taken this stand. This may be Democratic 
consistency, but it is certainly not a jewel. 

Mr. Chairman, the lumber industry is also an important one 
in my district, and I am opposed to free lumber for the snrne 
reasons that I am opposed to free coal. I have heretofore 
stated pretty fully my views on free lumber, and as I expect to 
debate it, as well as free coal, unde-r the five-minute rule, I shall 
not go into these matters further now, except to venture the 
prediction that this bill will injure both industries and to pro­
test against its enaetment. 

We have heard much, Mr. Chairman, about the wonderful 
benefits to be derived in consequence of this legislation by the 
"ultimate consumer." One would think that the ultimate con­
sumer ~s in a class by himself. The family nnme of the 
ultimate consumer is "everybody." The ta ilor is the ul t imate 
consumer of the shoemaker's product; the miller is the ulti­
mate consumer of the man who sells hlm the machinery for his 
mill. What one man produces another consumes. Production 
aml consumption are interlocking facts. You can not sevarnte 
the one from the other. You ean no more segregate the effect 
of the one upon the other than you can set apart cause and 
effect in any other operation. whether natural or artificial. We 
are all producers and we are all consumers. If one of ns is in­
ordinately benefited some one else is necessarily inordinately 
injured. It is an endless chain. In the view of economic legi6-
la tion the ultimate consumer is a myth. 

In order to furnish the Trea sury a compensating revenue for 
the loss resulting from the lowering of the tariff duties the 
Underwood bill provides an income tax. I have always favored 
su<:h a tax as a proper means for raising re>enue for the sup­
port of the Government. I voted to submit the constitutional 
amendment to the States, and I am glad that it has been ratified 
so as to enable this Congress to impose the tax. It is ·no more 
than right that the wealth of the country should hear its proper 
share of the expense of Go>ernment. The burden of sucb ex­
pense ought to be placed upon those best able to bea r it. and for 
the protection of wbose interests most of that expease is in­
curred. The "unearned inerement" ought to be m M1e a fa ctor 
in providing for the needs of the Nation. The principle of thi 
kind of taxation has long been recognized as absol utely co rrect 
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by other nations, and has been carried into practice much more 
drastically 1;4an this bill proposes. I have no fault to find with 
tbe scale adopted for the imposition of this tax. I do not care 
how large_ the amount of revenue which may be derived from it. 
'l'he indu.strinl and social progress of the Nation will call for 
eyer-increasing expenditure on the part of the Government. As 
the country grows its n~eds will grow. We are accustomed in 
tlle United States to Q.oing things upon a liberal scale, and we 
shall nernr change in that respect. When the first billion­
dollar Congress passed into history a great cry was set up over 
the alleged Republican extravagance of that day. Since then we 
have come to the billion-dollar session, and our DemocTatic 
friends have appropriated considerably more than a billion 
dollars in one session without turning a hair. I am not finding 
fault with them for that; I predict that while they are in power 
they will probably exceed the limit of appropriations of the last 
session. 

I\Iany things remain to be done in the legitimate :functions 
and through the legitimate expenditures of the Government. 
~Iillions of dollars ca!l be profitably expended e1·ery year in 
the construction of good roads. I heartily approve of the pro­
posed creation of a committee of this House to whose care is spe­
cially to be confided the subject of providing comprehensively for 
a system of public highways with Federal aid in their con­
struction and maintenance. It is one of the great needs of the 
American farmer, upon whom rests an unnecessary burden of 
hundreds of millions of dollars every year in the matter of 
carrying his produce to market over the worst roads of any 
civilized country. The American farmers, Mr. Chairman, are 
very much more concerned and directly interested in the im­
provement of roads than they are in the improvement of rivers 
and harbors, howe1er necessary the latter may be. We have 
beard quite a good deal of late about several proposed enter­
prises to be undertaken by the Government looking to the con­
struction of inland waterways that are to link the Great Lakes 
to the Gulf and make it possible for great steamers to pass 
from the Lakes to the ocean. I have no objection to the prose­
cution of such enterprises, but I maintain that of greater im­
portance than these is the building of good roads, which are the 
primary a venues of transportation for the :farmers. 

It will be expensive, it is true, but it will make up the un­
equal distribution that has occurred heretofore in Federal ap­
propriations and do justice to a class of our citizens-the 
farmers-who are .most in need of this assistance; an'1 the 
burden on the taxpayers will be many times compensated by 
the advantages that will accrue to them and to the whole conn­
try. If the country is to be so greatly benefited, as is generally 
supposed, by the new markets that the building of the Panama 
Canal is to open up to our surplus products, this public high­
way improvement is the only substantial way in which the 
farmer can get an adequate return for the share of the expense 
of the canal which he 1-as borne. Mr. Chairman, I ha-re been 
advocating Federal aid in the construction of public highways 
for many years. I have made it one of the chief issues of 
my campaigns for Congress. So persistent have I been in its 
ad,ocacy that I was dubbed "Turnpike John" by my Demo­
cratic friends. I have always been rather proud of the name, 
because I regard it as a token of honor rather than of ridicule, 
as it was originally intended, and I am glad to see the Demo­
CTats and the country generally coming around to my.views on 
the question. 

No matter how large the revenue may be which is to be de­
rived from this income tax, there are many other perfectly 
legitimate ways in which it can and· will have to be expended. 
I neecl but point to one of these to make good my assertion­
the l\avy. It may be, Mr. Chairman, that the millennium is right 
at our door and that the era of everlasting peace between the 
nations of the earth is at hand. I permit myself, however, to 
entei:.tain some gentle doubts as to this perfect consummation. 
At any rate, as the most reliable insurance of peace for our 
country and against any hostile designs on the part of any for­
eign nation there is no better or more obvious investment than 
a navy which shall be in all respects the equal of any othei', 
excepting always, of course, the navy of Great Britain. For 
these reasons and many others which I do not regard as neces­
sary to state I favor the income tax, and, to use a popular 
11hrase, " you may go as far as you like" with it, provided always 
that you do not thereby destroy the protective system which 
enables American industrial life to bold its own against the 
cheaper methods of other nations and which sustains the better 
standard of living whicb differentiates the American wage 
earner from his fellow in any other country. Under this pro­
tective system our country has flourished for more than half 
a century. I belie1e, nay, I feel certain, that you can not sub­
T"ert the principle of protection nor lessen its application with-
out gr:lYe danger to the best interests of our people. · 

l\Jr. Chairman, this bill ca1Ties joy to the heart of every im­
porter in exact proportion to the sorrow and apprehension which 
it. stirs in the breasts of American manufacturers and wage­
workers. The importer's business will flourish exuberantly 
under its operation, because. foreign goods of every kind, now 
restrained by the protective tariff, will pour in at every port. 
We shall see imports growing in corresponding ratio to the cur­
tailment of domestic production. While the American manufac­
turer and wage earner see their profits and earnings shrinking 
day after day th'e importer will reap the rich harvest which this 
bill insures him. Not only the importer is rubbing his hands in 
glee at the prospect thus opening up before him, but foreign 
manufacturers are already singing preans of joy in view of the 
impending breakiug down of the tariff barriers which thus far 
have kept the American market free from the floods of cheup-
labor products. . 

British and German trade journals and the daiJy press of 
both those countries have been fairly shouting the good tidings 
to their readers. And let me say right here that even those of 
our own newspapers which have .been persistent propagandists 
of free trade or of a tariff for revenue only have not hesitated 
to say, since the provisions of this bill ha•e become known, that 
it can not fail to injure many domestic industries, while some, 
as sugar and wool, will be practically destroyed. 

There is a strong sentiment-and it is becoming stronger 
every day-that we shall have to enact legislation which will 
check the influx of immigration, especially of that class whose 
inevitable effect is to lower the standard of wages and the 
standard of living of the American workingman. This fact is 
recognized in nearly every State, and this feeling has found 
expression in many a petition to Congress asking for appro­
priate legislation, and numerous bills have been introduced both 
here and in the Senate with the view to checking the tide of 
undesirable immigrants. Mr. Chairman, there are more ways 
than one to kill a dog. Suppose that we were to enact a law 
to keep out the kind of immigrants that preeminently get fato 
destructive competition with our wage earner; what will it 
profit those wage earners if we let d·own the tariff bars so far 
that they will have to compete against the products of that 
i::ame kind of labor brought from abroad? So far as the effect 
upon economic conditions is concerned, the one process is almost 
as bad as the other; but if I had to make a choice between the 
two evils, I would prefer to take goods manufactured abroad by 
cheap labor rather than see the cheap laborer himself im­
ported into this country and by his presence ·and activity lessen 
the opportunities of the American workingman for employment 
and for earning the wages he is now accustomed to receive, and 
at the same time lower our standard of civilization and pnh'iot­
ism. In its ultimate effect upon economic conditions there is 
1ery little difference between the policy of a low tariff and lax 
immigration laws, and I fail to see any consistency in the 
action of a Democratic House in passing a dmstic anti-immi­
gration law and then tear down the walls that give us protec­
tion from the ruinous competition of the cheap labor of the very 
same class of people. 

Right here I can not forbear to express my sympathy with 
the action of the California Legislature and the attitude of 
California's governor in respect of the tenure of agricultural 
lands by alien Japanese in that State. I want to register my 
most positive dissent from the policy of the present administra­
tion on that subject. Almost from the day when Commodore 
Perry introduced Japan to the knowledge of the civilized 
world-certainly, ever since Japan has taken on the garb of 
western civilization-she has been a land-grabber. Japan is 
taking a leaf from the colonization book of her good friends, 
England and Germany. Like them she has adopted the motto, 
"Wherever you see land, grab it." Sbe has become an indus­
trious colonizer. Her population is increasing at such a rate 
that an outlet must be found for the suqJlus. Whether it be 
the forcible annexation of Korea or the joint occupation with 
Russia of .Manchuria or the insidious acquisition of land in the 
Sta tes on our Pacific coast or the fl ooding of Hawaii with 
Japane.se, tbe aim and purpose of every movement is the same­
to wit, to extend Japanese influence, Japanese customs, and 
Japanese methods. We would be blind, indeed, if we were to 
shut our eyes to . these facts and to the further portentous one 
that Japan means to extend her Empire at the cost of any 
nation whom she may deem weaker than herself. If Japan 
to-day were ready for a combat with the United States, she 
would not care the value of a tinker's dam whether she had a 
treaty of peace and amity with us or not. I do not think we 
ought to let Japan or any other nation bluff ns, nncl I do 
not think the American people will stand for it. eithei·. All this, 
of course, _is incidental to the gen~al subject of my remnrks. 

I do not flatter myself with . the belief that a nytlling ~"ill in 
criticism of this bill by anyone on this ide of the Hons~ o>~ 
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on either ~we, for that matter, will have the slightest effect 
.uvon its status. I am perfectly well aware that I am now per­
forming a useless function, and I should not undertake to per­
fo rm il but for the fact that this bill deals a staggering blow 
to the industries of our country. That blow will be felt in my 
.district and in my State as in aJl others. 

Men of tte South, no section of the country will be a greater 
sufferer under this bill in the long run than the Southland. We 
are in the transition stage from a purely agricultural to a 
large manufacturing community. There is hardly a State 
south of the Potomac that is not benefited by protection. When 
the people of these States realize that their onward march in 
indu trial enterprise is checked as a result of the enactment of 
this bill, as I believe it will be, I sl).a11 be surprised if many of 
those States do not turn to the safe old captain who for so 
many years has guided the good ship Prosperity safely through 
storms and breakers. When ·the Republican Party returns to 
power, as surely it will, mark my words, it will be because tile 
electoral votes of some of the Southern States are cast for the 
Republican nominee. [Prolonged applause on the Republican 
side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yiekl to the gentleman from 
New Yorl[ [l\Ir. WALLIN]. 
. l\Ir. WALLIN. Mr. Chairman, it is becoming quite the 
fuslliou nowadays to brand any critic of the tariff biH here 
under consideration as an alarmist who seeks to trot out some 
sort of a bogie man to frighten the susceptible for l10litical 
effect or personal gain. While this saYors of assertion rather 
thau of argument, I sincerely trust it will prove true and that 
nothing worse or more fatal to the business interests of U1e 
country .will follow. 

It is conceded here that the majority will ena;:;t into law sub­
stantially the same bill ''hich is now before this House. The 
Democratic platform unquestionably declared for a tariff for 
revenue only. 'l'hat was bad enough, but the majority of the 
. Ways and .Means Oornmittee ha1e gone much furtller . They 
admit that under the reduced duties tl:ley propose the re1enues 

.of the Government will fall more than $70,000.000 below the 
sum required to meet ex_Penses a.nd millions below any hope of 
a surplus in the Treasury, nnd that additional goods >alued at 
two hundred and fifty millions will be imported to this coun­
try. So alarmed were our friends on tbe other slde at the pros­
'pect of this result that, it is reported, the Presiden t, the Cabinet, 
and the r adical antitariff ~!embers of the Senate were called 
into consultation and an agreement was reached to Jet the funeral 
proceed and to drape the hearse with an income tax:, so that 
any person whose income happens to reach over $4,000 a year 
might be doubly punished-first, by losing busine::.s, and, second, 
by paying for that loss out of his own pocket. 

No"·· our friends are "touchy" over any criticism of their pet 
measure and wish it understood that they are striving for an 
" efficient competition." With the enactment of such a meas­
ure, "efficient" competition will arrirn on schedule time, so 
efficient that the results of 1893-1896 will be reenacted and the 
policy of proper protection for · the farmer, the wage earner, 
and for our industries will be once more indorsed and de­
manded by tlle people at the first opening of the polls tllere-
after. . 

It is a matter of knowledge that foreign manufacturers are­
now within our midst arranging for the reception of incrensed 
imports of their goods the day the President signs such a law 
as is proposed by this bill. It is known here that these same 
foreign manufacturers are arranging facilities for doubling 
and tripling their output, because they are confident of making 
tremendous inroads on our market, which Americans, with in­
creased cost of production, can not meet. It is a fact to-day 
that one of our great industries, into whose product labor is 
the principal factor, and whose product has been placed on the 
free list in this bill, is seriously considering the invitation of a 
foreign nation to transfer its plants across the ocean, where 

' the labor rate wil1 enable it to continue business, even with 
transportation to its American customers paid. It is known 
that our manufacturers are retrenching or preparing to re­
trench: This is a sample of the "efficient " competition we will 
enjoy when this bill becomes law. 

· Ho,vever, it is simply my intention to protest, though in bnt 
'a feeble way, on behalf of the industries of tbe district which 
·sent me here. In this protest which I ham been commanded to 
'make that vast and important branch, agriculture, is incor­
·pora ted, but those better qualified than I will speak for it. The 
first to feel a depressing effect on business is the farmer, and 
'the first to resent such a condition is the man who tills the soil. 
'However, to be specific, the district which I represent, outside 
' the fa rms, is almost entirely dependent upon its manufactories. 

L--31 

Carpets, rugs, knit goods, glo>es, leather, brooms, pearl buttons. 
electric works, lumber, silk mills, iron and steel, oils, furniture, 
pa cki'ng l.10uses. and workers in wood are among the chief in­
dustries dependent upon goYernrnental recognition for life and 
prosperity. I . beliern there is no district in the country enjoy­
ing a ~reater diversity in the way of manufacturing, and yet, 
to rm extent they are all interdependent: That which seriously _ 
affects 01ie affects all to a more or less degree. In the four 
smaJJ cit:es of my district one hundred million or more dollars 
are inYested in manufacturing, with a wage earners' compensa­
tion roll of about twenty-five millions a year, and nearly 
50,000 versons actirnly participating as workers on that list. 

The ;year 1912 was the most profitable eyer enjoyed by the 
concerns or by the people of that district. Labor was satisfied 
and contented with the highest wage ever paid it there. '.fhe 
output of the factories was the greatest ever known, and the 
district turned out one-sixth of all the carpets and rugs made in 
this country; practically all the glo-ves and brooms; contains 
the greatest electric manufactory in the United States and one 
of the greatest locornoti ve works; while our knit-goods indus­
tries ranked in product, number of workmen, and percentage of 

. wages with any in that great center of activity. 
'l'he protest which I >oice to-day comes from every branch of 

this interwoyen and enormous fabric of business and financial 
construction. Some of the protests, it is true, are more em­
phatic thnn others. Those of the glove industry are perhaps the 
most gra ye and anxious. This industry is practically confined 
to one small county and two small cities. While about $20,-
000,000 is invested there only about six or seven thousand 
workmen nre directly employed in the factories, as a great per­
centage of the work is done outside in the dwellings and. resi­
dences of the people, so that great community is employed and 
sustained by that one indush·y. The reduction of the tariff 
by an average of about 15 per cent below that of last year will 
be a seyere blow from which every manufacturer, no matter 
whut llis political affiliations may be, agrees he can not recover . 
Should their fears be well founded the only in_;ome-producing 
business of the community will be wiped out by the proposed 
" efficient competition " which will result. 

This is but an individual instance of the feeling in a district 
where the businesses have dependent upon them not alone 
armies of wage earners, but where the welfare and comfort of 
eYery industry, e>ery business house, and every property owner, 
e.-ery working, self-supporti11g citizen is interlocked and de­
pendent upon the general prosperity of individual concerns. 
Your plan to reduce the high cost of living by closing the indus­
tries, gh·ing the business to foreign countries, and driYing our 
people back to the farms may accomplish that result, but where 
will the farmer find a market for his produce? 

Before closing, ho\\e1er, I desire to point out what I believe 
is an unintentional misconception of the amount of foreign 
import which we will be compelled to meet when this bill is 
enacted. With most of the schedules here mentioned I am 
more or iess famili ar. For instance, the majority of the Wnys 
and l\1eans Committee, in their handbook of information regard­
ing tariffs and this bill, estimate that the imports of gloves to 
the amount of about $8,000,000 in 1912, under an average duty 
of 44.HJ per cent, will reach only about $9,000,000 under 
their proposed ayerage tariff of 31.77 per cent. I am not 
familiar with the grounds on which these estimates were based, 
but if those imports do not reach a >ery much higher sum 
it will be n matter of won"derment to those who are supposed 
to know whereof they speak. 

In the matter of carpets and rugs the discrepancies in the 
committee's estimate of imports, I belieYe, are marked and 
misleading. Let me mention the fact that with a duty of 
64.62 per cent last year the imports of A.ubus~c.n, A.xminster, 
chenille, and moquette carpets was but $65,000. With the duty 
in this bill reduced to 3() per cent the estimate of imports is 
but $25,000 additional. These imports will increase, in my 
belief, to $500,000 a year. Take, again, the schedule for 
Saxony, Wilton, and Tonrnny carpets. Under the Payne law 
in 1912, with a duty of 69.38 per ·Cent, the imports were but 
$23,307. The committee has reduced this duty to 30 . per cent, 
arid increased in its estimate the imports only by $7,000 in 
round numbers. With a decrease of more than 50 per cent in 
this duty I can . see no reason why the imports in this line 
alone will not exceed $250,000 per year. The same ratio is 
true of the Brussels, Wilton, >elvet, and tapestry and ingrain 
carpets. 

In' tapestry Brussels the estimates of the committee seem to 
me to reveal a most glaring inconsistency. In HH2 the t.n riff 
on these carpets was 83.53 per cent. The imports under this 
rate were but $225 for that year. In this bill the committ0e 

• 
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hns reduced. this d~ty to 20 per cent, and yet, with tliis remar~-1 we only. compute the revenue nece sary to run the GoT"ernment 
nble reduct10n, estimates that only $4,000 of these goods will and estimate the imports, that it is not a difficult natter. 
be brought in ·from abroad. In my opinion t~e imports of T.ha.t is .the basis of a tariff for re•enue only, and it is not 
tapestry Brussels under a 20 per cent duty will run up to difficult if each one dollar of imports bears the same rate of 
hundreds of thousands of dollars per year, and possibly into duty that every other dollar of imports bears. But that is not 
the millions. Tapestry Brussels are the most popular in the equity. That is not justice, because some articles should pay 
American market and are handled by the factories and .a_ealers more duty than others, and the only way to levy a duty for 
in large quantities. re•enue only is upon articles we do not manufacture or nrodnce 

In the matter of rugs, more or less luxuries, the discrepancy, iL. this country. If the duty gi\es incidental protection -or add 
to my mind, is ernn much greater. The reduction in the tariff to the cost of an article, it is to that extent a protective tariff and 
rate, it is true, is not so great-from 5 .10 per cent in the not considered in the make-up of this bill. Such a tariff as is 
Payne bill to 50 per cent in this bill-but these goods are high contemplated by the proposed measure ought to be levied upon 
in 'price and the 8 per cent reduction in the duty will make a articles we do not manufacture or produce in this country. 
marked diffe_rence in shipments. In 1912, $3,800,000 worth of Mr. Chairman, I can not support the pending meP mre, for the 
these rugs were brought in to take the place of those of Ameri- reason that I do not find in its provisions any encouragement 
can manufacture ll.Ild purchased by the wealthy, and yet the for the industries of our country. It is a direct blow at our 
committee belieYes, with its reduction in the duty, the importa- agriculture, which is the greatest of all our industries anj which 
tions will not exceed four millions. From what I know of con- brings more happiness and prosperity to a larger number of 
ditions, I assert thnt if these imports are kept down to $6,000,000 peopl(:: than any other industry. There .s no need for the as­
per year under the proposed tariff rate we may be thankful. sault upon the American farmer that is made in this bill by 

HoweT"er, if the estimated imports on the other schedules of putting nearly an of his products upon the free list or at a 
this bill are as faulty as those to which I have referred the T"ery low rate of duty and compelling him to compete with the 
hope of retaining a.. home market for home manufactures' will agricultural products of foreign countries. 
fast disappear; the boast of the highest paid labor in the world Foreigners do not defend our fiag; foreigners do not build our 
will be a thing of the past. schoolhouses and our churches; foreign nations do not build our 

That these protests will fall on unheeding ears, I am certain. highways nor do they seek to promote our national welfare. 
That tbey will avail nothing in this mad rush to carry out a They would prefer to promote our national downfall. This 
theory one tried and found wanting, but demanded in a plat- tariff bill is unjustly discriminatory. It permits other countries 
form indorsed at the polls by a minority of the ...-oters of the to levy duty on our products while they can import their like 
country, is practically certain, but one whose home folks are products without paying duty into our country. It places a duty 
so vita11y interested in this matter would be derelict to his duty on the raw material, while ft allows the finished product to 
and to his principles did be not in some way strive to record come in free. Meat and flour are imported free of duty into 
these warnings publicly and at the fountainhead. this country, while cattle, sheep, wheat, rye, and oats pay a 

I thank you for your attention. [Applause.] duty. Li"rn stock and grain must be manufactured into meat 
l\fr. PA.Yl\'E. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from and flour, and it is inconsistent to charge a duty upon the raw 

1\fichigan [:llr. J. M. C. SMITH]. material while permitting the manufactured product to come in 
Ur. J. l\1. C. S:'IHTH. Mr. Chairman, it -,,-o ... ld be impossible free. If you wish to help the American workman and the 

at this time of night with such a short time allotted to me to manufacturer, put a duty upon the manufactured article. 
· make any extended remarks upon this important subject, but We are engaged in the dnty of enacting the economic law of 
I am equally well aware that if I had a longer time anything our country which shall control under the Democratic, adminis­
I might say would not change this bill in any particular. We tration now in power. This bill has been assailed by some of the 
are told that no amendments will be permitted and that it is greatest economists of our country as being drastic. No more 
fully determined that the bill shall pass this House in the man- important legislation will be considered than that relating to the 
ner in which it was reported by the Ways and Means Committee. tariff. It forms the dividing line between the two great politi· 
This lea-res no opportunity for any Member to procure an amend· ca.I parties. It affects the manufacturer, agriculture, and com­
ment or to comply with the requests of his constituents who merce of the Republic to a greater extent than any other 
want it changed. measure that will be considered. It is of vital interest to the 

I was T"ery much interested in what gentlemen on both sides laboring classes. Labor and agriculture are the foundation and 
have said during the day. Some of it I agree with and much source of all our prosperity. Thom[!J3 Jefferson gave Special 
of it I can not agree with. I favor the income tax, but no one prominence to agriculture and commerce in his first inaugural 
can vote for it separately· or without voting for the whole bill. address. For the vantage ground of national prosperity we are 
I can not believe when I read the history of this country that competing in the make-up of the world's progress with all na­
it will prosper under free trade or tariff for revenue only, tions of the earth, and in the conduct of affairs for national 
which is the same thing. I have heard gentlemen here say to- supremacy in trade and uplift I concede that all of us, of what­
day that they do not know what effect the passage of this bill ever political faith, lia-ve only the best interests of our country 
will have upon the industry or the prosperity of this country. at heart, and whateT"er differences of opinion exist between ui:; 
I wondered, then, to myself why it is, when we consider the are based upon honest convictions. 
present conditions. that we should take this leap in· > the dark, I, for one, do not believe that the welfare of our country is 
not knowing whether it is going to preserve the splendid condi- best subserved by the tariff becoming or remaining a party 
tions that we have to-day and that exist throughout the country. measure or that tlle tariff should be made the test of party, 

Abraham Lincoln wus a protectionist, and if he was right at success or party reverses. 
that time the principles of protection are right to-day. The During our national existence many tariff bills have been 
great Republican leaders of this country have been protection- enacted into law. We ha-re had high protection, low protection 
ist , and our country has gone en in this magnificent prosperity and so-called tariff for revenue only. Truly out of all this ex:pe~ 
under protection within the past decade from $115,000,000,000 rience in framing tariff legislation the bUTden should be lighter 
to the fabulous wealth of $150,000,000,000. and the pathway plainer in arriving at what is best for our coun-

Now, where is the necessity for a change in our fiscal condi- try and all the people. The appointment of a nonpartisan tariff 
tion? We can not hope that our condition will be better, nor is board chosen by the President and confirmed by the Senate is 
it expected that we will reap greater prosperity. We are told demanded by the people. This commission ought not to fix rates, 
that it is done for the purpose of fulfilling a promise and party but furnish basic information upon the relatirn conditions of all 
pledges, if you please. But the Democratic Party did not trade, foreign and domestic, and the relative effect upon our 
receive a majority of the popular vote at the last election. indush·ies and commerce in imposing, changing, or altering the 
More votes were cast for the princit>le of protection than for tariff rates and duties. Everyone admits that we are a happy, 
free tt·ad~ or a tariff for revenue onJy. · prosperous Nation; that as a Nation we are so far ahead of all 

Now, there are many phases and features of this bill which others as regards the. prosperity of all t? a~it of no compari­
work a great injustice. They say it will not affect any legiti- son. I give. due credit to oil! D~~ocratic -friends ~m the other 
mate industry. I would ask any reasonable man to turn back side for then personal part m aiding that prosperity; but you 
to the times and cunditions of the former bill for a tariff for must admit that we have attained this exalted national su­
revenue only and compare the times then with the prosperous premacy under a protective tariff, and that there is no free trade 
times of, the present. period or tariff for re...-enue only period known to such pros-

I am not ready to admit that the making of a tariff bill is a perity. The exact reverse is true. I w~nt to give one concrete 
simPJe matter whern eq'Jity :rnd exact justice is to be done to all exa.mple. Under the las~ y~ar of the Wilson-Gorman free trade 
rlas es concerned. I am wi11in"' to admit that if we adopt the tariff for l·evenue only bill m the ii cul year of 1897, nnd before 
rule followed in this case whde we act blindfolded, or where the Dingley bill took effect, there was imported into this couu-
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try more wool than during any prior year or any year since the 
fiscal year of 1897. The older Members of this House know of 
their own knowledge that good sheep sold for 75 cents a head 
during those times of adversity. In the fiscal year of 1897 
350,000,000 pounds of wool were imported into this country 
under the free wool tariff, while the greatest number of pounds 
of wool imported in any one year prior to the passage of the 
Wilson-Gorman bill was. 172,000,000 pounds in 1892, and the 
most wool imported in any one fiscal year since 1897 was 
2GG,OOO,OOO pounds in 1908; and this is true notwithstanding the 
fact that we have increased in population more than 25 per 
cent since 1897. 

No one will dispute that where the duty is excessive or where 
rates are levied in excess of fair competition and reasonable rates 
they are too high. Rates are too high when the law will permit 
the manufacturer or producer to charge an unreasonable price 
for his product. In such cases it should be lowere.d. But no bill 
should indiscriminately make an unwarranted assault upon the 
industries of our country so that our manufacturer can not 
pay his labor American wages or compete with his foreign 
competitor, who pays much less for his labor than is paid in 
this country. 

Much has been saJd about the efficiency of the American work­
man. The efficiency of the American workman is not q ues­
tioned. He is the superior artisan of all the workmen of the 
world, but that he should be compelled to do twice the work 
of a foreign workman in a day's time or in the same number 
of hours in order that the American manufacturer can compete 
ir. the markets of th& world with foreign manufacturers is 
exacti11g too great a toll on human efforts and is expecting too 
much from the laborer. Any economic law which has for its 
basis the principle that the American laborer does or ought to 
do as much again in a d'ay's time or any other given time as the 
foreign laborer is wrong in theory and in fact. A laborer should 
only be required to do a day's work, and for it should be paid 
a reasonable wage. The wage should be one which will sup­
port himself and family, educate his children, and admit of an 
assured competency to provide against want in old age. 

It is claimed that under this bill our imports will be increased 
$241,000,000. How can you claim that by increasing th€! 

·importation of farm products you will benefit agriculture? 
How can you claim that by increasing the importation of manu­
factured goods you can benefit the American manufacturer? Or 
how can you claim by importing manufactured articles you can 
increase the demand for or the wages of American labor? 

Why is it that wages are low in protected Italy and Germany 
while they are high in protected America? The proof of the 

·pudding is in the eating. The fact exists. Wages in Italy nre 
only one-third of what the wages are in America, while wages 
in Germany are about one-half in like trades and occupations. 
This is the result of their thick population. In Italy the popu­
lation is 300 to the square mile, and in Germany iL is the same. 
In America the population is only 30 to the square mile. In 
Italy and Germany there is not suffictent work for their people 
to do. In Am~rica ther~ is good, profitable, dignified labor for 
all at good wages. 

Why the demand for this drastic free-trade rneasnre? The 
claim is made that it is to reduce the high cost of li\ing. It is 
also claimed that it is to carry out the mandate of the people 
and fulfill the party pledge. One of the purposes, as stated in 
the bill, is to reduce tariff duties, and if enacted into law it will 
certainly do that. But why reduce the tariff so much that it 
will destroy the industries of our cotmtry or depress agriculture? 
No one wants that to be done, and no explanation is offered to 

· show that the pas age of this bill will not have this effect. 
Foreign nations are hailing the passage of this bill and its en­
actment into law with clelight. Why, you may ask? Because 
it will provide a rich market for a quarter of a billion of their 
products of 1i.eld and shop. 

Buy in the cheapest market and sell in the dearest market is 
an old Democratic slogan. There is no cheap market anywhere 
when you have nothing with which to buy. Without money 
with which to buy eYerything is dear. The best market in the 
world is the American market, and it should be presened for 
the American people against all comers, to lend happiness and 
prosperity to their eternal welfare. You say it will brillg down 
the high cost of living? I find that the cost of agricultural 
products is 25 per cent cheaper this year than last. I notice by 
an artkle. in one of the local papers of my district that the 
price of kraut does no~ pay for cutting the cabbage, and onions 
can find no market. Potatoes are 25 cents a bushel, wheat 90, 
hay $10, and I am constrained to inquire whether in this bill 
the farmer is to be macle the goat? You haYe reduced tbe tariff 
on his products one-half or put them on the free list. 

Articles. Presant rat.e of duty. 

Wheat . ............ ...... . .. . . S0.25 per bushel .......... . 
Oats ... ·- ·· ······-·· ·········· $0.15 per bushel. ... _ ..... . 
Barley ..... .. .......... ... . .. . $0.30 per bushel .. . .. .. .. . . 
Beans ....................... . $0.45 per bushel. .. ..... . . . 

~~:i~~::: :: : : : :: :: : : : :: : : 10 per cent ad valorem ... . 
$0.40 per bushel ..... -- ... . 

Apples ...................... . 
Buckwheat .................. . 

$0.25 per bushel ... _ .. . .. __ 
S0.15 per bushel. ......... . 

Hay .................... ... .. . S4 per ton ................ . 
Straw ....... .... . ........... . U.50 per ton ......... _ ... . 
Butt.er ....................... . $0.06 per pound .......... . 

~~~;::::::::::: ::::::::::::: 
Rice ......................... . 
Cattle .................... _ . . . 

$0.05 per dozen ... _ ... .... . 
$0.06 per pound .......... . 
$0.02 per pound .......... . 
827.50 per head ....... _ . . . . 

Horses ........... .... ... .. ... . $30 worth $150 ............ . 
Sheep ....................... . $1.50 per head ............ . 
'Vool ..... - .. ····· ··- ·-·· ····· 
Swine . ...... . ............... . 
Potatoes ..... . . .. ... ......... . 

S0.11 per pound .......... . 
,.1.50 per head . ... ...... .. . 
S0.25 per bushel .......... . 

Meats .... .. .. ........ ........ . 
Flour ................. _ ...... . 
Cream ....................... . 
Cornmeal ......... ... ... .. ... . 
Buckwheat flour ...... . ...... . 
Oatmeal ..................... . 
Rye flour ... .............. ... . 

S0.015 per pound ... .. . .. . . 
25 per cent ad valorem ... . 
$0.05 per gallon ........... . 
S0.40 per hundredweight .. 
25 par cent ad valorem ... . 
$1 per hundredweight .... . 
$0.25 per hundredweight .. 

Propos:id new tariff rat1 
under Underwood bill. 

$0.10 per bus!BI. 
Do. 

S0.15 par bus1lal. 
S0.25 per bush'.11. 
5 per cent ad valon:n. 
$0.20 per bush1l. 
SCUO per bus!J.eL 
S0.08 per bushel. 
$2 per to::i. 
S0.50 per ton. 
W.03 per p:mn1. 
$0.02 per dozen. 
20 per cent a1 valore:n. 
SQ.01 per pound. 
10 per cent ad valo;-e:n. 
Sl5 worth $200. 
10 per cent ad -valore:n. 
Free list. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

This is significant when we see by your report that in 1912 
there was imported into this country of these farm products 
the following quantities: 

I111ported in the fi.scal year of 1913. 
" 'hca t _____________________________________ bushels__ 2,G8~. 381 
Oats _________________________________________ do____ 2,721,037 
Barley _______________________________________ do__ __ 2,768,474 

~~~~~s============~=========================~gg==== 1.~~~;J~2. Potatoes _____________________________________ do ____ 13,740,481 
Hay ________ _____ _____________________________ tons__ 699,213 
Butter _______ __________ ___________ _________ pounds__ 1,005,640 

~t~~~~~~~~:~~~~;~~~~~;~~;~;~;-~-~~~~~J~J~i~~ .t m: m 
~~~is~~~~~=~~~===~~~=~=====================~~a~~~== 
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These importations will be greatly increased in quantity undel" 

this bill. 
The importance of agriculture can not be overestimated. 

Farming is seeing the dawn of scientific treatment more clearly 
than heretofore. New methods of culture are being studied. 
The exodus to the city is being di couraged. Is all the effort 
to make farming more profitable and country life more desir~ 
able to be arrested by the hands of the lawmakers of our coun­
try? Is the hand of the husbandman to be stayed anu the great­
est of all industries retarded, tlle value of farm holdings di­
minished, and the profit of his toil swept away? We are at a 
loss to know of any good reason why this should be done. The 
Ways and Means Committee have not furnished one. When it 
becomes a law and the people see and feel its effects, you will 
abandon Eearch for a reason and vainly seek for an excuse. 

1\Ir. PAYNE. Ur. Chairman-, I yield to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BARTO~]. 

Mr. BARTOX Mr. Chairm8.n, in the fiye minutes yielded 
to me by 1\Ir. PAYNE I can not argue the question of tariff. 
I can oniy enter my protest against the bill. 

I came to this session prepared to vote on any tariff bill 
wherein the revision was downward and based on a scientific 
investigation that would give protection to the industries and 
laborers of this country . against the inrnsion of cheap foreign 
labor and industries. This bi11, in my judgment, is sin1ply a 
makeshift, based solely on the judgment of a few inexperience<l 
men and not given proper consideration by th e 1·epresentaNve.~ 
of th e people in Congress. The Democratic RepresentatiTes in 
caucus were told what to do and did it. This is prornn by the 
comparatively few changes from the original draft. I am dis­
appointed and surprised that new Democratic l\lembers, com­
ing here fresh from the people, did not break the rule of 
"Cannonism." That rule is justified by your leaders in saying, 
"Republicans did it." Does that make it right? You gaye the 
bill, in closecl caucus, about three weeks' consideration. You 
will force the House of Representatives to approve it in five 
days. Is that fair in considering a bill of this importance? 

Your whole bill is class legislation, written for the foocl con­
smners without one thought for the food producers. Is it be­
cause the congested centers you represent are food consumers? 
Why did you not remove the duty on rice? Is it because the 

. .rice is raised in the South ::ind you beliern just that much in 
a protectiYe tariff? Why did yon not put cotton products on 
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the free list? Could not you raise your revenue on agricultitraZ 
products F Ila rn the food producers-the farmers and stock­
men-of this co an try recei ,·ed more than their share of the 
pre ent pro perity? You trike uch a keen ,ax at the root 
of the agi"icultural h·ee, and you will see the tree wither and 
the leaves fall. 

I do not need to pil.e up statistics mountain high to pro·rn 
tllat tlle Amedcan producers of cereals, hay, and meats .are 
placed at a disadrnntage when brought into open competition 
with the wheat growers of Argentina, the herders of Brazil, 
and tlle fa.rmers of .Australia arnl Canada. Not because our 
dimate is not as fa.~orable, not because om· farmer is lacking 
in enterprise or integ1ity, not because he is not favored by 
indu trial inrnntion.s. but his handicap is the thing of which 
we boas t-higher land rnlues higher wage scale, better methods 
of lfring. These factors enter into the cost of production. 

In e\·ery speech I ham heard from the opposite side I bear 
the plea for the reduction in the coE't of li>ing. What matters 
it -~i) you if the price of foodstuff and clothing is cut in half 
and voii Ttqi:e not the wherewith to purchase itf [Applause.] 
You coold reduce the cost of living by importing "coolie labor" 
to this country in competition with om· sturdy farmers and 
diligent laboring men, but would you ad>ocate it? 

Are yon prepared to tell the American farm hand, who to-day 
hus the right to hope that he will become a farmer in his own 
frvht, that his "·ages must be cut to the basis of the Argentinian 
laborer at $1-0 to 12 per month, or the Brazilian tiller at from 
$12 to $14, or the Chilea:i at from $8 to $10? Are you pre­
pared to promi e the farmer tl1at the railway transportation 
rates from the West wm be reduced to the point where he can 
meet the water competition of bis foreign rivals? [Applause. ] 

I am not pleading for the protection of an " infant industry " 
in the nature {)f the small farm, but I am urging that the man 
on that farm be not reduced to a condition of poverty. It has 
been the proudest boast of this Nation since the e tablishment 
of its independence that po>ei-ty and serrility am not heredi­
tary; that beeauw a man's .father and his grandfather and 
countless gener.ations before him have been d~pendent tellilnt 
that his lot must remain the same. It is thP. spirit of the free­
holder that we as a Nation have tried to engender in the hearts · 
of e>ery natiYe-born American and of e>ery foreigner who has 
come to our shores and become a part of our national life. [Ap- . 
plause.] But can this spirit continue to thrive if we cripple it 
by unfair and unworthy competiti-0n? 

Consider this bill schedule by schedule and I will •ote with 
you on every point that I consider fair and just to the peop1e I 
represent. I belie•e in an income tax, but not in all of the 
provisions incorporated in this bi11. You force me by present­
ing this bill as a unit-as you did the stmdry civil bill-to vote 
against provisions I favor in order that I may protect my dis­
trict from th~ unjust provisions it contains. Is this Democratic? 
Is this fair? 

The bill as a whole is unjust to my people. The farmer, the 
beet raiser, the woolgrower, ha·rn 'been made the "goats" in 
this tariff bill, and a goat is a disagreeable factor when 
mole ted. You have challenged. him to combat and th€ future 
wHl pr-0;e to you his taying qualitie . {Applause.] 

l\fr. PAYXE. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Ur. KREIDER]. • 

C0-'11El\l:X IETHODS USED 1:-< "l'HE PfiEPARA.TIO~ OF THE BILL. 

1\lr. KREIDER. 1\Ir. Chairman, tariff legislation, and espe­
cially when it is of such a weeping character as that proposed 
by House bill 3321, should be arefn11y considered, and ample 
time . bould be allowed for a free and open discussion before 
the entire House. This bill has been prepared by our Demo­
cratic friends in ecret caucus and is now presented in its 
completed form with the di. tinct understanding and determina­
tion of our friends on the other side of the House that it shall 
pas iu its present form. 

DE'!\IED VO.ICE I:« LEGISLATION. 

1\fany of ' are new Members, and for the first time sit in 
this Hous r£-presenting constituencies that are Yitally inter­
ested and affected by the proyisions of this bill; and wbe.ther 
we are old or new Members, unless we ha\e been elected on the 
Democr:ttic ticket, ham not had and will not han~ a practical 
yoke in this propo ed legislati-on. Tbis bill has been prepared 
by a mere handful of men who h:rve either no practical 
knowledge of busine s conditions or by training and interests 
are ill1vcllcd to look only on one side of the question, 

Dtl NOT ItEPRESENT A l\lA.JORITY OF THE "PEOPLE. 

These men seem to think that because they are in the ma­
jority in tllis House that they, !lnd· tlley a.lone, are commis­
sionro to dr:lft this legislation. Let me remind them, in all 
kindness, that they do not represeut the majority of the people 

of this country, i1eitber did they receiYe a majority of all the 
Yotes cast at the last election; therefore the "free-trade,, or 
"tarifl'-for-reYenue..onJy" policy of the Delll<>cratic Party was 
not a1Jprornd by a majority of the electors <Jf thi.s country, 
and, even had they been, tile methods adopted in the fro.ming 
of this bill would not be justified. No method can be appro1red 
by the American people that does not give all the represcnta­
ti ms of all the people .a voiee in I.eauisla tio.n that affects e,-ery, 
<!itizen -0f the United St tes. 

DEMOCRATIC PLEDGES. 

Let me call your attentiod to the pledge gi•en by the Demo­
crntic Party to the American people in their platform. As to 
the right of the people to rule, tlJek platfo1·m says : 

""'e dtreet the pe:>pl~!"-s attention to the fact that tbe Democratic 
rarty·s demand fo1· a return to the role of the people, expl'essed in the 
national platform four _ye..·us ago, bas now become the acceptOO doctrine 
of. a large majority of the eiecto1·s. We again i·emind tbe people that 
only by n larger exercise of the reserve power of t he people can they 
protect them elves from the misuse of delegated power-
and so forth. 

Has the course pursued by our Democratic friends been in 
accordance with their platform pledge? Has not this very 
method been condemned by them ; or do they consider their 
action a fulfillment of their plroge when a majority of the 
people am denied a l"oice in this all-important biB? Again let 
me quote from t~ Democratic platform. It says: 

Our pledges nre made to b.e ke.pt when in office, as well as 1-elicd upon 
dw·ing the campaign, and we invite the e-0opnatlon of all eJtizen , re­
ga1·dless of pal'ty, who believe in maintaining unimpaired the institu­
tions and traditi-on.s or .om· counu·y. 

Is this a keeping of their pledge when in office? It was no 
doubt relied upon during the campaign by tlle yoter. 

PilOVJSlOXS O.F THE BtLL. 

Now, as to the proV"isions of this bill.: It is almost inconceiv­
able that the American Congress should be asked to pass a biH 
drafted by Members of this House "·ho deliberately choo e to 
fayor foreign jndustries and foreigu wor"kiugmen rathe1· than 
American. It this bill is pa ed as it is writteu theu our indus­
tries can only prosper when they are Jocuted in foreign coun­
tries beyond the seas. 

TAillFF AN ECO:.-JOMIC QGESTIO!i 

It is extremely unfortunate that this who1e tariff legislation 
can not, and ls not. considered from an ec0110mic instead of a 
political standpoint; it is an economic question und not a politi­
cal one. So Jong as it is con idered f:rom a political standpoint 
just so long will the political club be used to drh"e men in line 
.and tie them body and soul by the political caucus to support 
the measure, 1·egarclless of its trne merits or the eonsequences it 
may hm·e upon the interests of any Member's constituents or 
the country as a whol~. The American people will never foTget 
tlle £incere effort and honesty of purpose of the Republican 
Party to s~·er this question from politics. It wa.s .a Republican 
President wh-0 fir t prol.)OSed a nonparti n tariff commi ion, 
and at .a time wben all b1·ancbes of the Go\·ernruent were in 
control of the Republican Party. for the expre purpose of 
obtairung inf-0rrna.ti-0n that would enable Comrr_ess to write a 
tariff bill that would be just aml equitable to :i majority ot .the 
people of this country. 

PROSPERITY. 

During tile la t 50 years this country has had an era of in· 
tern.al dernloprnent, of internal growth and pw perity, that no 
on~ had dreamed -0f and vne that has ne,·er been equaled by any 
.country at .anF time any-where. It has not only attracted the 
attention but commanded the respect anu admirnti-on of the en­
tire civilized world-

llIERITs OF PROTECTITE TAlllF.F. 

It is an undi puted fact that during this era of prosperity 
there was a protecti':'e tRriff in force, and it has been the ex. 
p.erience of this coulltry that whene•er that tariff was replaced 
by a so-ca1led "tariff for re>enue only" we paid t:I!e penalty by 
d:sast!·ous and ruinous T>Unics. Wh~t we -want to do is a-mid a 
l'epetition of these conditions. 

HA. VD RIGHT TO EXPECT BET:rEn BILL. 

l .am not opposing the passage of this bill because it is a 
Democratic measure. I am opposed to it becaus .of its Yicious 
proYisions. We ha•e a perfect right to expect an eYen demand 
from our Democratic friends a bill more in harmony with the 
interests of the e oun try, and e pecia11y with the interests of the 
farmers anc1 work:in,gmen. As a ju tifieation of this statement, 
let me call your attention again to t'.be Democratic platform, 
a.nd remember you stated tha t your pledges were to be kept 
"'"hen in office, as well s relied upon during the .campaign. It 
says: 

We recognize that ow· sy tern of taritf taxation 1 intimately eon· 
nected with the bu infSS of the country, and we favor the uJtimute 
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation tbat will not 
injure or destroy legitimate business. 
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This is all we ask. We want no other. T he Republican 
Party and the members of the Republican Party recognize and 
acknowledge the fact that the Payne bill was not a perfect 
measure, nor was aay preYious tariff bill perfect, neither did 
nor do we expect a perfect bill from our Democratic friends. We 
recognize the fact that the time allotted to the Ways and 
Means Committee and to Congress is entirely too short to prop­
erly investigate each item in each schedule in this entire bill, 
and especially in the absence of impartial technical knowledge, 
such as would and JhL<uld e furnished by the tariff commis­
sion; but we ham a right to expect a bill in accordance with 
the pledge of the Lemocratic platform that will not injure or 
desh·oy legitimate business, and we also haYe a right to have a 
consistent bill. This bill is not only vicious but inconsistent. 

I:\CONSISTENCIES OF BILL. 

When you present a bill that provides for a tariff of 10 cents 
per bushel on wheat, and then put flour and bran, the products 
of wheat, on the free Jist; put a tariff of 10 cents per bushel ou 
rye, and then put rye flour on the free list; put a tariff of 10 
per cent ad valorem on ca ttle and sheep, and all other Jive 
animals not especially provided for, and then put wool and beef, 
veal, mutton, lamb, and pork on the free list, it is not consistent, 
and the Democrats knew it was inconsistent when they pre­
sented it. 

U~FAIR AND UNAMERICAN. 

A bill that places manufactured articles, in which a consider­
able portion of their value is l:i bor, on the free list is absolutely 
unfair to the American manufacturer and wage earner, aud I 
submit to you that any legisla tion that does not take iuto con­
sideration the interest of our wage earners is un-American and 
not worthy of serious consideration. Any ta1iff bill that doe::: 
not provide a duty equal to the difference in cost of production 
between here and abroad can not and does not protect American 
labor. 

COMPETITIVE BASIS. 

"1-e are told that it is the policy of our Democratic friends 
to put all lines of manufacture on a competitive basis with for­
eign countries; that is to say, that a certain proportion of the 
articles we use shall be imported and the duty- on each article 
should be determined and regulated by the Yolume of importa­
tions of that article, and in this way maintain a competitive 
basis in all lines of trade. If the YOlume of importations in­
cre:1 ses beyond a certa in point, raise the duty; if they fall below 
a certain point. then lower the duty, and in this way protect 
the American public from oYercharges and monopolistic greecl 
on a 11 articles. This is to be their cure-all for all tariff lPgis­
lation. 

WILL NOT BRI:N"G RESULTS . 

The intention is good- we are all emphatically opposed to 
overcharges and monopolies or special interests-but, 1\lr. Chair­
man, I submit to you that this proposition will not bring about 
the desired result, because it is fundamentally wrong and can 
not bring satLfactory results. It places a penalty on thrift. 
economy, honesty. and ability, and puts a reward or premium 
on waste, incompetency. and dishonesty; for instance, should 
there be a trust or combination manufacturing a line of goods 
h aving agreed-upon prices, selling the goods to the public at a 
high price, the importation would naturr1 IIy be large, because 
the high price charged will permit importation by the foreign 
trade; then that line is on a competitive basis, according to 
the .Democratic doctrine, and the duty may be retained, not­
withstanding the fact that there ne-rer was free and open com­
petition, economy in rnanufachll"e never being necessary or 
pr:i.cticed. On the other 11:: .. nd, in other lines of manufacture 
where the most- fierce, free, and open competition has pre­
vailed for years, compelling the greatest possible economy in 
the minutest details of manufacture, as well as in the marketing 
of the goods, resulting in the placing of the goods on the Amer­
ican market at so low a price as to practically prohibit impor­
tation, then the duty on such lines of '-"oods must l>e reduced or 
put on the free list, thereby penalizing the industry fo1· not 
forming a combination and raising the price so as to allow a 
proper amount of goods to be imported. 

S ELLDiG PR ICfil AXD COST. 

The selling price on all articles is regulated by the cost, and 
tile price of labor is just as positive an item of cost as is mate­
r ial. Cost of material-that is, raw material-is about the same 
in all countries. but there is u vast difference in laboi> cost in 
·different countries; therefore tlle tariff duties should be based 
on the difference in labor cost on each manufactured article 
instead of Tolurne of imports. If this is done, then and then 
only will we accomplish the purpose we are striving for and 
de ·ire to accomplish. 

I might iucidentn1ly refer to tbe boot and shoe industry of 
this country, because I am intimately acqnainted with it, which 

is one of the largest industries in the ccuntry, haying an in­
Tested capita l of between $200,000.000 and ~:300 ,000.000 and em­
ploying hundreds of thousands of workers and paying millions 
of dollars to their help each year. According to census reports 
the Yolume of business of the boot and shoe manufacturers, in­
cluding cut stock and findings, in 1909 amountecl to over 
$512.000,000- to be exact, $512,797,642- as compared with 
$357 ,688,160 for 1904, showing an increase of ornr $157 .000.000 
in five years-over $31,0<JC 000 each year-so that the estimated 
Yolume of business for 1!=-12 is oTer $615.000.000. It is a· larger 
industry than either the wool or sugar industry, and yet it has 
recei'i"ed practically no consideration. The shoe manufacturers 
appeared before the Ways and l\leans Committee and stated 
their position, and explained tha t in order to sa\e the industry 
and protect the workmen from cheap foreign competition it was 
essential-and made the modest request-that the small duty 
of 10 r>er cent on boots and shoes should be retained. But they 
find them on the free Ust in this bill. This industry and the 
men engaged in the shoe factories must be penalized and pun­
ished because the manufacturers placed the price of shoes so 
low and have supplied the American people with such good foot­
wear that even with the nominal duty of ll per cent they ham 
made it impossible for foreign manufacturers to gain a foothold 
in the American markets. They ba ve done more ; they ha ve 
eYen _ im·aded the foreign markets and committed the "unpnr­
donnble sin" of shipping shoes of certain grades to foreign 
counh·ies, even to the extent of $16,000,000; so, of course. off 
goes the measly 10 per cent duty and shoes go on the free list, 
and the American market is inYited to become the dumping 
grounds for all grades of shoes, the product of the pauper labor 
of all foreign countries. and the .American workingman is put 
in direct and open competition with the Jowest of the underpaid 
foreign WJrkmeu. 

Here is a great and most important industry p1eading for a 
duty that will protect the cost of labor, and labor only. The 
competition bas been fierce, free, and open; it has caused the 
grentest possible economy to be practiced in the minutest detail 
o~ manufacture. The competition bas forced the reduction of 
profits to tl;le point where only the fittest ha"Ve been able to sur­
vi'i"e, and now with unfair, unequal competition of foreign-made 
goods, with a labor cost that is only a fraction of the American 
cost, it remains for the American manufacturer to either turn 
over the business to his foreign competitor, reduce the wages 
so t)lat he may be in a position to compete and retain his 
market, or remorn his factory to foreign land, which no doubt 
many will do. They are told that because the importation of 
shoes is so srnal1 the trade is not on a competitive basis, and foi· 
this reason shoes are placed on the free list, plainly penalizing 
all connected ·with the industry for thrift and economy. 

ARTIFICIAL VALCE. 

Again we are told that the objection to a duty on any article 
equalizing the cost of labor between here and abroad is that it 
crea tes an artificial value, which is a direct tax on the con­
sumer, which be should not 11ay. This is to say that American 
lebor is on an artificial basis, and that we are paying an artificial 
price for it, directly the result of the protectiYe tariff. There 
is no question but "hat this bill will reduce the price of labor, 
but where shall we find the stan<lard or real rnlue of labor? 
Shall we accept the English scale as the real or true standard, 
"\\hich is about one-half of the American price, or shall we go to 
conti::::.ental Europe, where it is stil1 less, or go to India-Cal­
cutta, for instance--where an able-bodied man receh-es from 
8 to 15 cents per day. Do we realize that the standard of living 
always follows the wage scale; in fact, the standard of linng is 
just what the wage scale permits it to be. No one on either 
side of this House desires to do an injnstice to labor, but this 
bill utterly disregards and ignores the wage ea rner. There are 
millions upon millions Qf wage earners in our factories, in our 
mills, in our mines. on our farms, everywhere, whose welfare, 
happiness, and earning power will be impaired. They can not 
and lI!USt not be ignored. 

They are the all-important factor in our national life. They 
are the great consuming public. They are the great pmcbasing 
power of the N:i.tion, and it is only when the wage earuer bas 
steady employment at a fair wage that this Nation can and 
does prosper. The moment that you interfere with their earn­
ing po"\\er you ~trike at the yery root of national prosperity. 

The distinguished gentleman from Alabama, chairman of the 
Ways and l\Ieans Committee, \ery kindly referred to the labor 
unions in his splendid opening address, and gaYe credit to the 
unions for the present scale of "\\ages paid in this country, but 
at the same time he presented a bill that entirely ignores them­
and will utterly desh·oy the "-age scale now established nnd in 
force. The distinguished gentlemnn told us that this bill is 
drawn with u view of putting all lines of production and manu-
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fncture on u competith·e basis and encourage importntions to 
the end that the cost to the consumer may be lessened; but does 
not tlle geutleurnn realize that with e\ery manufactured article 
imported into this country comes with it a certain amount of 
foreign Jabor? Not only that, but just that much less American 
labor will be needed. And does he not realize that if any con­
siderable quantity of manufactured goods are imported there 
\Yill be a surplus of American labor? 

The American labor market will be glutted and result in a 
lowering of wages. 

Tlle wage earner has his labor to sell; it is his stock in trade, 
and is in no way different from any other market. If labor is 
scarce, as it bas been for some years, it commands and sens at 
n good price, but if there is a surplus of labor it must be sold at 
what it will bring, and bear in mind that it must be sold. The 
family must live, and when he is compelled to sell it in free 
and open competition with the foreign market, can he hope to 
get more than the market price? 

Again I shall quote from the Democratic platform. It says: 
• American wages are established by competitive conditions and not by 
the t::i.rilf. 

True, the tariff does not establish the wages, but it does estab­
Hsh the condition, and the condition, or perhaps better, the 
demand, e tablishes the wages. The only excuse offered for 
refusing to protect labor by equalizing the cost of production 
is that it is so difficult or not possible to ascertain the labor 
cost. This is all a mistake. As a matter of fact, the labor cost 
is no more difficult to obtain than cost of material or selling 
cost, or any other item, and is known and readily available 
down to the minutest detail. If there be first a willing mind 
the rest is ea y. 

!Ii conclu ion. The purpose and object of the distinguished 
gentlemen who wrote this bill was no doubt to legislate in favor 
of tlle consuming public, but who is it that will really benefit if 
this bill is passeu? 

The farmers and stock raisers can not, because their products 
are on the free list, or nearly so. 

'.rhe manufacturers can not, because their products are on the 
free Ii t or protected by au insufficient duty. 

'.fhe millions upon millions of wage earners can not, because 
their prnducts n1ust be sold in the open market with foreign 
coml)etition. 

The class that will benefit are the indolent and idle rich; their 
business will not be affected. "They toil not, neither do they 
spin," so they haYe nothing at stake. [Loud applause.] 

1.Ir. PAY!\~. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. Moss]. 

l\Ir. i\IOSS of West Virginia. l\fr. Chairman, it may be with 
exc;:isable timidity that I arise in this Hall in the presence of so 
many di tinguished and learned men who ha\e made the sub­
ject of tariff a lifelong study. The people, howe\er, of West 
Virginia whom I represent, are so Yitnlly interested and will 
be oo seriously affected by the passage by the Democrats of 
this Congress of the tariff bill, as now framed by them, that my 
uuty impels me at least to remonstrate and protest against the 
inju tice which will be inflicted upon my constituents. The 
great State of West Virginia, with its untold resources, its vast 
natural wenlth, its yaried industries, and its intellige t people, 
neYer g:He consent to a reckless attack by the Democratic 
Party upon the industries of this Tation; but, on the contrary, 
by the election of four Republican Congressmen, elected by the 
aid of the Progreg;i,es of West Virginia, that great State an­
nounced in no uncertain terms that it preferred to lirn and 
thrive under the peace and prosperity of protectirn admiuistrn.­
tion. But tlle mi fortune of a di\ided party in the Nation gave 
technical \ictory to the Democracy, and though the majority ot 
our Nation's \Oters registered their adherence to the grent doc­
trine of protectipn, as enunciated in both the Republican and 
Progressive platforms, yet Democracy, though indorsed by a 
mere minority, feels called upon once more to throw this great 
Nation into the uncertainty, the fear, and the demoralization 
resulting from tariff agitation. 

I !:'?tand upon the American doctrine of protection and the 
crPation of a tariff commission, both of which are important 
planks of the Republican and Progressive platforms. In one 
sense the tariff question is and always will be political, for the 
Republican Party hLls always tood for protection to American 
industry, American labor, and American homes. The Demo­
cratic Party has always opposed it. And incidental to this 
doctrine we haye always belie\ed it proper, speakin~ generally, 
to levy duties upon articles or products which we produce in 
this country rather than upon those imported from other coun­
tries which we do not produce. The Democratic doctrine, with 
some modifications from time to time, has been that the object 
of tariff is to raise rernnue without any fixed policy as to the 

manner in which that re\enue should be raised. This me~ns 
that that party ad\ocates a hit or miss tariff policy and when 
in power is more prone to remove the duty from articles coming 
from abroad which are also produced in this country than they 
are upon articles not so produced here--the \ery doctrine which 
has resulted every time it was tried in bringing disaster to the 
people of this country. 

In another Een e the tariff question is not a political que tion. 
When it comes to fixing the proper amount of tariff rates, that 
is the work of a statistician and not a politician. We favor a 
nonpartisan tariff commis ion com110 ed of men of the highest 
character, stability, and learning appointed by the Pre ident, 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, to enter upon a 
searching inquiry, both here and abroad .. as to the comparati\e 
cost of production here and there, and other conditions sur­
rnunding the que tion, and then to lay this information before 
the Cougress so it can intelligently act upon this important 
problem. The Democratic Party, however, have just proven by 
the drafting of this tariff bill that they are in fa\or of ap­
proaching this important question by gue swork and not by 
scientific methods, and the bill which has been introduced by 
the majority leader, l\1r. UNDERWOOD, and which the Democratic 
President has ordered his party to pass, is a juxtaposition of 
inconsistent and irreconcilable tariff patchwork, and it is so 
presented to us that we must vote for all or none of it-we 
must swallow the whole dose, good and bad, mostly bad, or 
else reject it all. For one, I shall not partake. . 

In the first place, the Democratic tariff bill was not framed 
after a full and fair hearing. Men who represented the farmer, 
men who represented labor, men who represented capital e-m­
ployed in vast manufacturing industries of this country, wer~ 
denied even the right to be heard. A tariff bill inYolving hun­
dreds of articles and products was framed in a few weeks 
behind closed doors and backed by orders from the Executive 
l\lansion. While Federal patronage is being withheld until 
Congressmen shall obey the commands of the President, this 
mass of heterogeneous elements, dignified by · the name of a 
tariff bill, is inh·oduced in the House of Repre entatives of the 
United States by the leader of the party, and will be pushed 
through the House after only five days of debate. Is it true 
that our friends on the other side are possessed of such superior 
intellect and so much keener perception than the average tates­
man ever claims to possess that they can frame tariff bills 
offhand and secure the peace and prosperity of this country by 
their passage? 

It does seem superfluous, after a century of tariff experience, 
to argue that free trade, or any approach to free trnde. is 
disastrous to this country. E\ery time it has been tried we 
have had desolation and distre s. E\ery time a truly protective­
tariff law has been enacted it has been followed by unexarnp1ec.l 
prosperity, and yet our friends on the other side, in order to 
again test the theories which they profess to lorn so well, are 
ready to turn their backs upon the light of ex:perienC'e nnd 
ugain gro11e in the dark night of experiment. And the Amer­
ican people mu t pay the penalty. 

Perha118 it is the wny of ProvidenC'e. 'l'he great RPpub­
Jican Party has been split in twain by internal di~sension. 
Lincoln, Blaine, McKinley, Grant, and Garfie)d, and all the 
other great aud illustrious names possPRsed by th:-it vnrty 
that have adorned the pages of hi . tory, were forgotten, nnd, 
with open eyes, that party walked over the precipice of defeat 
in the year 1012. What will bring unity? What will bring 
back its pristine strength? What will induce the partisan' of 
men to put principle abo\e personality? I predict, my friend , 
that the great moving cause that will unify that great party 
and make these men forg?t their feuds and faction when con­
fronted by .the call of their country's good will be the dire 
result of the passage of the Underwood bilJ, which will follow 
as surely as the darkness of night follows the splendor of <lay. 
Back there in the hills and rnlleys of my own great State of 
West Virginia there still remains some of that bitterness and 
animosity which the division of our party last year engendered; 
but if those men could only be here now and could behold this 
blind and reckless band of Democracy stamping out the Ameri­
can doctrine of protection, opening wide the door to the competi­
tion of pauper labor, and deliberately plunging this country into 
financial and economic depres ion, all to carry out a pet theory 
of their own-if they could be here and see all this as we see it 
there would be no · further division in the Ilepublican Party. 
The Republican Party must be progressiye. The people of this 
country will indorse no party that stands still. It has received 
the punishment and, I believe, learned its lesson. There are 
now strong indications that it will resume its old-time leader­
ship in the march of progre s. Those of us who love her will 
stay with her so long as she will liYe up to her hi toric tracli-
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tions. But should she prostitute her -pristine purity, become but 
the petty agent of privilege, and give to an expectant public 
but her empty name, tben will we spurn her as trenchery alone 
deserves and unite under some other name to wnge battle 
against the destructive and devastating forces ·of Democracy. 
'l'bat I.lour has not yet come, ancl I hope to God· never shall; and 

. I believe that this present year will show that this gi·and old 
party still stands for protectioa, for a sound dollar, for the 
cause of the gi·eat common people their acti'rn participation in 
the affairs of this Government, and for the maintE:'nance of the 
honor and glory of our flng, whetller it wave over the dome of 
the Capitol Building ·here in Wnshington or over the sunny 
islands of the distant seas. 

The spokeRman of the Democratic Party in this Congress is 
the Hon. OSCAR UNDERWOOD, of the State of Alabama. He is 
indeed a splendid gentleman and a most pleasing personality. 
We give him full credit for his great ability and his sincerity, 
and it was indeed a privilege which I highly prize to have 
heard h is speech on the opening day of this debate, setting forth 
the views of his party on this great question. I am, however, 
compelled to say that, in my humble judgment, the premises 
upon which his argument is based are so fallacious, his theories 
so much at variance with the expe1ience of the pa t, and his 
argument to establish the correctness of such theories so strained 
that we were impressed with the difficulty of his case and sym­
pathized with him personally in his efforts to defend the inde­
fensible position of his party. He speaks of the cost of liYing 
and quotes statistics to show that since the year 1897 farm 
products have increased 93 per cent, and attributes that to the 
tariff. The prosperous farmers of West Virginia can testify 
that in recent years, during Republiean administrations, they 
have been able to secure a fair and decent price for the prod­
ucts of their farms, and I do not believe that tbe gentleman's 
c _mplaint about the prosperity of the farmer will be received 
with much relish by that industrious and intelligent class 
throughout this Union. If a Republican tariff is responsible for 
justice.and equity to the farmers of this count ry, then make the 
most of it, but do not advance as an argument against the great 
principle of protection the fact that under a protectiTe tariff the 
farmer enjoys his share of prosperity, while under the tariff for 
revenue only, as experience has proven, he r eceives more than 
his share of common disaster. 

The high cost of living is caused by surplus of gold produc­
tion, increased migration from the country to the city, monop­
olies, and other retrEons that time will not permit me to dis­
cuss, but it is not caused by a protective tariff. It is a world­
:wide compfaint-of free-trade as well as protective countries. 
But if it were so caused, the concrete proposition is reduced to 
this : Would you rather pay reasonably high prices for the neces­
sities of life and have the money to buy them with, or do you 
fa·rnr cheap prices and empty pockets? When people have 
money they consume without stint or restraint, and the sup­
ply, therefore, equals or surpaEs2s the demand. When they haYe 
not money they ewnomize, reducing themEelves to bare neces­
sities, and thus reduce the demand and thereby the price. 

I lay it down as a fact which can not be challenged or con­
tradicted that the American laboring man is paid a higher aver­
age wage than the laboring man of any other country on the 
face of the globe, and with that wage has come a higher stand­
ard of living. Again I assert-as statistics clearly show-that 
the American laborer can buy much more of the necessities of 
Efe with his eight hours' work than can the laborer of any 
other nation with a similar amount of work. As long as this 
condition exists it is idle to talk about the superiority of free 
tra de. It seems to me axiomatic that admitting, as our Demo­
cratic brothers must do, that the American laborer is paid on an 
aYerage from at least one-b:&lf to two-thirds more than the Euro­
pean laborer, and often twice as much, then if we are thrown 
into direct competition with the products rnnde by that cheap 
European labor only one result can follow, and that is that the 
wn ges of the American laboring man and his standard of lhing 
must be reduced. I am one of those who think that our laboring 
man is entitled to li\·e better than his brothers across the sea. 
I believe he is entitled to his litue home, to conveniences for his 
family, to send his children to school, and, in truth, to stand 
erect in the nobility of manhood and command the respect that 
honest labor de ervcs. and I am opposed to any party that advo­
cates the cause of the foreigner in preference to the American 
and seeks to advance theoretic a1trui m to the extent of pulling 
down our own stn ndarcl and industries in order to build up 
those of the f01·eigner. I must sny that ernn the statement of 
the gentleman frow .. \labnma cnn not' convince the American 
people tbnt the co t of iwoduction is not to a large extent a 
tl termi ::iing factor of competition in the world's market. and 
therefore while Vi·e slwuld chelish a spirit of brotherhood 

towai'd all mankind it is first our bounden duty to preserve the 
peace, happines , and prosperity of our own people. 

The gentleman from Alabama again usNerts that the protec­
tive tariff has pre-vented our development as a factor in world 
trade, has stifled f'nterprise, has put a premium on inactivity. 
What an astounding statement. coming from the leader of a 
great party. If all this b~ true, then the greatness and pros­
perity of this Nation, which statistics show has surpassed all 
other nations in industrial and colllmercia.l development and 
progress, ·is but a passing drenm and facts about which no un· 
prejudiced mind could heretofore cherish a doubt are but 
fleeting clouds and a yanishing mirage. The gentlenrnn is mis­
taken. Protection has made this country corurnerdally grent. 
and has contributed in no small degree to our prosperity and 
happiness. If this Nation be so hampered and oppressed by a 
protective tariff, why is it that the citizens of these European 
c.ountries that our friends appear to envy are pouring into this 
country as a very gulf stream of oppressed humanity? 

It is with sincere regret that I heard this leader of Democ· 
racy in that eloquent address appeal to class ai tinction and 
class prejudice. He announced that the Democrntic Party, by 
this tariff bill, intended to tax the luxuries of the rich, not the 
necessities of the poor. Perhaps the gentleman, then, can 
explain why it is that the tariff on luxmies is not as high, on 
an average, in the Underwood bill as it is un<ler our present 
tariff bill, framed by a Republican Congress. Wlly did you not 
increase the tariff on these luxuries and can;r ont your ;>reten­
sions of punishment of the wealthy class? Why did you reduce 
the turiff on gold leaf, tinsel wire, aeropl::me , fm1cy cakes, pre· 
erTed fruits, lace window curtains, oriental ru~s, wearing ap­

parel of silk·? Are these not luxuries of the ricb '/ How much 
of them does the laboring man consume? The gentleman from 
Alabama says he did not make the tmiff high because these 
luxuries would not then come over. My answer is, They have 
been coming over under the higher tariff of our present Repub­
lican tariff bill. If the wealthy want them, they will buy them. 
I do not like appeals to different classes in this connh·y. We 
are one people, bound together by ties of brotherhood, and with 
common interests to protect. You· can not cripp!e the busines. 
vf the manufacturer without injuring the laboring man who 
works for him. You can not crush the American business man 
without desh·oying the American farmer. We do not lirn to 
ourselves, and when you hurt one man you injure his neighbor, 
and when, as you propose to do by this tariff bill, you throw 
almost all American industries into direct competition with the 
cheap labor of Europe you are injuring every American citizen. 

West Virginia cries aloud her protest. The tariff on her 
earthenware and crockery products has been reduced from 55 
to 35 per cent d valorem ; on her hogs, from 13.81 per cent to 
nothing; on her cattle, from 27.08 per cent to 10 per cent; and 
by one sweep her wool. her coal, her lumber. her clay, has 
been thrown into the Democratic hopper of free h·ade. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the present tariff on many 
articles is too high, but I want to know and not to guess which 
they are. It should be reduced according to the recornmenda­
tiou of an intelligent tariff commission after thorough investi­
gation. I have no doubt that there are trusts and monopolies 
that haYe by their machinations incrensed the price of necessi­
ties to the consumer. If so, those h·usts and monopolies should 
be demolished, their officers prosecuted and be made to obey the 
law of the land, and, in this connection, we are proud to say 
that, beginning with the administration of President Roose­
velt and coming on down through that and the administration 
of President Taft, there have been more trusts and monopolies 
prosecuted and brought to the bar of justice tban in a 11 the 
Democratic administrations put together that this country has 
ever had. 

When the people of this country determined last year that 
they would, by reason of division in the ranks of the great 
Republican Party, permit democracy to again assume control 
of th~ Government, they did so with the nssurance on the part 
of its candidate for President and its political lenders that no 
legitimate industry of this country should be hnrmed. And yet, 
now in this spring of 1913, only a few months after the termina­
tion of that campaign, legitimate industry is threatened as it 
never was before by the terms of an unfair, illogical. and un­
American tariff bill. Our friend, Mr. UNDERWOOD, in the <'ourse 
of his remarks, had much to say of the lemon, and seemed to be 
concerned as to its growth and production. Let me say that 
before another year shall roll around our people will be fully 
convinced that the prize for growing lemons should be irn·nrded 
to the Democratic Party. because when this tnriff bill is 11U~. ed 
and signed by a Democrntic President, if you wrn p:1rdon n 
slang expression, the biggest lemon on record will be l'nnt1cd by 
this Democratic administration to the America n i)eOl)le. 
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i\Iy friends on the other side, beware! There will be no 
cxcu~e behind which you can hide when calamity spreads over 
thls cotmtry as the result of this work here to-day. In 1912, 
when you were elected, with our bumper crops, our busy and 
prosperous industries, our plentiful supply of money, we were 
leading in the march of nations. The fear of your ho tile legis­
lation is already having its injurious effect. If you thrust this 
bitter nostrum down the throat of the American people, and 
then cast us once more into the dead sea of disaster, you will 
at the first opportunity be buried so deep that even the call of 
Gabriel's trumpet can not resurrect you. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentleman from 
Kansas has 4 minutes to his credit, which he reserYed this 
morning, and I yield to the gentleman, in addition to that, 24 
minutes. 

The OHAIR.MAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized 
for 28 minutes. 

Mr. l\IURDOCK. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [l\fr. RUPLEY]. 

Mr. Il -PLEY. Mr. Chairman, 50 years in the lifetime of the 
ordinary man means a great deal. A half century does not 
mean so much to the older nations, but it marks well-defined 
lines of progress or retrogression in the history of our country. 
The last 50 years have seen the trial of the protective tariff. 

I ha>e listened to learned expositions on this question from 
gentlemen from all parts of our common country. We have a 
right to suppo e that they, under our system of government. 
represent the best thought and intelligence of their respective 
communities and have at lleart the greatest good of their con­
etituency and of the Nation as well. 

The sy tern of the application of the protective principle by 
my Republican friends seems to have suffered little change, 
except the tendency to run to extremes, since the days of the 
great war taxes forced upon the Nation by extraordinary condi­
tions. The war has been over for many years, and yet this 
unnatural financial condition has been accepted as the rational 
and right criterion after which to follow. This child born in the 
throes of necessity has been nourished by all the methods known 
to killful tariff doctors and cleve1· surgeons of privilege and 
power. Natural laws apply to policies as to peoples. The heir 
of this system bas proved a hybrid and a revulsion of the 
public mind has been the result. This fact is proven by the 
immense majority on the other side of the floor. 

I ha•e beard much about the prosperity due to the high pro­
tective tariff, and I am free to confess that it has produced 
among the favored few who are its beneficiaries an age of di -
coyery, not of the amount · inYested but of the profits to be 
secured; and then capitalization, far beyond the inve tment, 
based on real earnings. Then we have the golden age of 1 96, 
until when, I ask? All tlle while capitalizing labor, labor, 
labor-rnillions of watered stock, made good by labor. First, 
the counterfeit stock of the United States Steel. Holding labor 
to the wheel until this stock produces many fold, and then divi­
denus; first, to holders of the stock; ::".econd, to surplus; third, to 
labor? No; thiru, a. new stock dividend for labor to earn addi­
tiona·l divic.1ends upon. Nothing for labor, the producer of it ull. 

The acid test of this proposition is the amount left over and 
above the living expenses of the family to contribute to the 
comfort and tLe welfare of the home. No one denies it brings 
prosperity to the rich. I ask you, in all fairness, if you believe 
the benefits are equitably di tributed between the rich man and 
the poor man? 

Tl.le scholarly gentleman at tbe other end of the .A.venue, the 
Pre ident of this dominant party in the Nation, upon his nomi­
nation found in the platform that old socialistic doctrine-

It is a system of taxation which makes the rich richer and the poor 
poorer. • 

1\lembers lla ve groTI"n eloquent over the· high wages paid the 
workingman. There is no proof lliat this is due to the high pro­
tectiYe tariff. The evil of the system lies in the fact that the 
wa·ges are not in proportion to the living expenses. The pur­
chasing power of a dollar is the thing most important to the 
workman and lli snccess. It menus that he will be able to 
keep the boys and girls out of the workshop and in the school. 
That the stanclaru of citizenship is raised or lowered to the 
standard of his livin"". 

The mn.nufacturer not 'knowing bow long this condition is 
goi11g to last, and knowing the great profits to be had, asks his 
employees for more of their service. He exhausts American 
labor, he secures foreign labor. [lllcl mo8t of our large mills are 
now only half American and the other half European. 

We bear the gentlemen contend that the .American workmen 
will have to f!ompetP with the low-priced laborer of Europe, and 
every day we see our '' capta-i.ns of industry " importing these 
low-priced laborers as rapidly as they can to compete right 
here at home with our workmen. [Applause.] 

The hi""h protectiYe tariff has been before the bar of judg­
ment of tJie American people and has not made out its case­
it stands guilty as indicted. 

Prosperity, about which we prate, has been only the crumbs 
from the rich man's table. All too late, thi fnct ha taken 
hold of the Republican wiseacres. Blood letting will not now 
suffice:" Pia tering the sore spots wm no longer control the 
malady. Tbe people have diagnosed the case, and they will 
apply the cure. 

Now, what of the gentlemen from the other side of the Hou e? 
What is the record of their party and their mea. ures? In their 
platform tlley say the Republican Party has brought about a 
condition where ·•the rich are growing richer and the poor 
growing poorer," and the last election seemed r.o show that the 
people agreed with them. 

The answer to my query is read from the paO'e of the history 
of tlle United States. They have be~n forced by circumstances 
since the war into the positions they have taken. A party of 
negation and oppogition. To oppose a high tariff they propose 
a lo\v tariff. Cause and effect. During their spasmodic periods 
of quasi power they ne\er had a real chance to ti·y their steel 
before it had to ring back into the cabbard of their endeavors. 
I hu ve no thought but that it, too, would have pro\ed a borti\·e 
to real and lasting results because based on- false premises. 
Purgatirns relie>e, but do not cure. Their presmt tariff bill is 
an attempt to meet the demands of an aroused public conscience. 
They realize tbat the tariff must be revised downward and 
that nothing else will appease the public's ultimatum. 

In following their bill it is interesting to not(; how far they 
have wandered from the great apostle of free trade, Senator 
Walker. The Walker bill of 1846, framed to embrace the sug­
gestions contained in the celebrated Treasury n•port of 1845, 
was considered the last word on Democratic ta.riff policy. '.rlley 
have abandoned free trade in its purity and are endeasoring 
to pass a bill "to reduce tariff duties and to provide revenne 
for the Government, and for other purposes." Walker says, 
"The Con titution does not confer power on Con.gre s to lay 
tax for protection, but for revenue only," and tlrnt only on that 
principle can any degree of permanency be e tabiishecl. 

That last word in the Democratic tariff polity was also in 
the platform of this scholarly gentleman who is President of 
the United Stntes and TI"llo, in my judgment, is making good 
before the American people, and it is contained in the first para­
graph of tbe platform framed by the Democratic convention in 
Baltimore: 

" We declare it to be a fundamental principle of the Democratic Party 
that the Federal Government, under the Constitution. has no right or 
power to impose or collect tariff duties except for the purpose of reve­
nue." 

I take it that there is no man to-day of reasonable mind l.mt 
will grant me that there should be a tariff graduated to the 
needs of our peopl~ and the protection of certain indu tries. 
Why this constant harangue and political daubing shoul<l be re­
peated at every change of administration is hard to explain on 
sen~ible lines. 

The ordinary Congressman knows as little, technically, about 
the tariff as I do. Why is he asked to take a position regularly 
without knowing what it an means? 

Politics is the science of government; it has nolliing to do 
with the art of securing office or place. Among all the great 
countries of the world we stand alone as being the only one 
that bas not taken the tariff out of busine s and politics. Is 
there any good reason to continue the practice of playing policy 
instead of attending to the public lrnsine s? Harn we not 
learned through all these year , with our experience. our trnde, 
our finance, our suppo ed intelligence. that this is a question for 
scientific men. specially trained; to be settled far removed 
from political clamor and the beat of debate? 

Is there any a<lvnr.tage gi•en the low-priced laborer over the The results of past tariff legislation have been unsntisfnc· 
one highly paid? Surely the scrubwoman is entitled to a re- tory and of a pat<...Jlwork \ariety, as is evidenced by constant 
turn on her coum1ollity-her labor-in the same proportion and increasing demands for change. Here we .. re at the O'ue s­
n. the man who has his income increased many times OYer by ing game again. If we guess right on some scllednle . we arc 
rne!lDS of the prN~ctiYe tariff. commended; if wrong on some, we are co,!ldemned for nll. 

Why doe tile lljgll protectiYe tariff always produce a surplus, I would not impeach the integrity aud siriceritJ A tlle gentle-
and \Yhnt bal)p n to it"? Lnbor capitalized in billions to earn J men on either side of the House. At the pres·ent time tbcy are 
diviU.eml for the few fa rnrcd rich. doing the only thing they can do-the Dem.Jcra ts trying to 
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me!lsure up to tile situ a ti on in a manner and the Republicans 
wntcb iug Uieir endeavors with the hope of br ~akin;; through and 
pro t:ting by their mistakes. Mark you, the dtirnns of thls great 
I:rn tl are awake to conditions. 

While I agree that early action sh"ulcl be taken in respor..~e 
to the expressed will of the >oters in the last clectL u, I do not 
agree thnt it should be taken at the expense of the rights or 
privileges of any indu try or section. You will find that in the 
Progressive national platform we contend that th~ tariff ques­
tion shonld be controlled absolutely by a rronpartisan, expert 
comruii:;sion. This is the safe, fair way to prc.:eed, so that the 
interests of the poor man may h::n·e the same protection as those 
of the rich man; so that industries needing help may be 
fostered and those to be curbed can be controlled; that a just 

· relation be preserrnd between the cost of liYing and the w<.1ge 
scale; that taxation affecting the necessities of life be reduceu 
to a min imum or remo,·ecl entirely, and that men and women 
who work with their hands or their minds mny ha>e the same 
chance to have the comforts of complete living as the fa ·rnrecl 
plutocrat who is living on a part of what these men and women 
earn and produce. · -

We are a high-grnde ~ntion in science, in literature, in art. ~ 
learning, and the like, yet we fail to keep up the standard m 
matters political. The national Progressirn platform asks for 
a nonpartisan, scientific tariff commission. Not in form-as w~s 
Mr. Taft's_:_but in fact so that the scales may be balanced· m 
justice between what we eat and wea_r and what we earn nnd 
produce. That the poor man and the producer shall ba\e his 
exact share of life's benefits ::is well as those who are fa>ored 
in worldly goods. This tariff question is not for bickering nor 
blustering. We are engaged in a serious business. It touches 
the henrthstones and their happiness in all the many homes 
throughout the land. The security and afety of our people to 
enjoy the liberties rnuchsafed them under our free institutions 
of go>ernment means much to our Nation in her upward stride. 
The demnncl for social and economic justice has called into 
being the Progressi\e Party because too Jong the demon of 
oppre8sion bas held the reins .of power and driven the hea\y 
car of despair as it crui'hed out ambitions and opportunities. 

" Suffering makes the whole world kin," and the suffering of 
the millions is being heard and answered in a mo>ement which 
has for its purpose the uplift of man and the ultimate happiness 
of the race. 

The borne must be the bub upon which all else revolves, and 
only in its sanctity and security can a nation rise in service to its 
God. 
, This mo,·ement is going on under all suns and in all climes. 
It is now the yeast. and it will leaven the loaf. Its instruments 
are various, yet no less powerful. The statesmen moving poli­
cies as pawns, the jurist wise in la·w; the preacher strong in 
eloquence, the scientist great in discovery, tile journalist •irile 
in expression, the teacher great in thought, all working to the 
common end that in this age of the world man is indeed bis 
brother's keeper. 

The proposition presents different aspects in different coun­
tries. In our own great land we ha>e many problems yet to solve. 
Here our dogma is the doctrine of progress and good will, and 
we believe that only in adhering to it we will at least be able 
to make the law of the land more responsive to the will of the 
poo~~ -

John Adams said, "''The happiness of society is the end of 
go>ernment." HuYe we not reached the point in intelligence 

. when we can say that our public servants are our representa­
tives only so far as they are our commissioners? In this con­
nection we hold with :Macaulay, "That the cause of all revo­
lutions is thnt while nations move forward constitutions stand 
still." 

For these e·dJs in our system there must come a remedy if 
our institutions are to exist in perpetuity. The answer lies 
with the people. 

The line of cleavage is well marked between the reactionaries 
and the Progre siYes, I care not to what party they belong, 
whether they follow the lcauership of a Roosevelt, a Beveridge, 
a Murdock. or under the balliler of a Wilson, a Bryan, or a 
Palmer, they are a different !ype of men than the servile 
senant subject to the dictates of the Penroses, the Ryans. the 
Roots. These two elements can not fuse. They have nothing 
in common. Their ideas n re 'viclely dh'ergei;it as to the ends of 
go,·ernment. Tl.le principles for which Progressives stand are 
too important and far-reaching to neutralize. There is no mid­
dle ground to take; no twilight zone between the rights and 
privileges of men and the power and injustice of organized 
wealth; no hnppy ruedjum between life and property when 
posterity is paid the debt in shekels of human misery. 

What has been the result in both the old parties? What has 
been the product of the system? A condition of one-man power, 
boss rule, machine politics, corruption funds, high salaries with 
little work, indifferent citizenship, and the failure of the people 
to secure representation." and the attendant evils. The times de­
mand a new party of action and of honor. You can not graft 
progressive· policies on the old trunk of reaction. They belong 
to different families. 'l'hey may grow for a little while, but 
their time will be short. A new tree having roots and tendrils 
planted in every inch of our glorious country has started to 
grow, and it will take under its protecting shade the memories 
of the Southland and the hopes of our western prairies and 
the wealth and promise of our East and North. . 

Years of apparent prosperity bad seemingly lulled our people 
into sleep, and listening to the siren song they were dashing 
toward the rocks. · 

On the scroll of the Pantheon of the future will be written in 
letters enduring and imperishable the words of the redoubtable 
Jackson, "Justice for all, privilege for none." Indeed this 
might fittingly be the creed of each Progressive, for in this life 
we are of little worth save the service we render our time and 
posterity. This is not a party of expediency; it is a party of 
principle. · · 

New times demand new measures and new men. 
'l'be world advances and in time outgrows 
Tbe Jaws that in our father's day were best; 
And doubtless after as some purer scheme 
Will be shaped out .by wiset· men than we, 
Made wise1· by the steady growth of trnth. 
The .time is ripe and ro~ten, ripe for change; 
Then let it come; 1 have no dread of what 
Is called for by the instinct of mankind. 
Nor think I that God"s wo1·ld would fall apart, 
Becau"'e we tear a parchment more or less. 
Truth is eternal, but her etlluence 
With endless change is fitted to the hour 
Her mirror is turned forwai·d to reflect 
'.l.'he promise of the future, not the past. 

[Applause.] 
l\Ir. MURDOCK. i\lr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 

from California [Mr. STEPHENS]. 
Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, I believe in a 

protective tariff, sufficient but not excessive, and it is with re­
gret that I address this body to-clay in opposition to a bill 
reducing the tariff. I belie•e that many schedules should be 
lowered. I came to this House of Representatives determined to 
assist in a proper reduction of excessi>e t:,iriff rates. Time 
and again my vote has been cast with the majority side and con­
tr·ary to the view of many of my colleagues on this side. I 
voted as I belie>ed I should, voted as I promised, voted as I 
always will vote for any and every measure I believe right, no 
matter from what part of the House it comes. 

If the reductions in this new tariff bill had been based upon 
information obtained by an expert tariff commission, or, if in 
answer to a general demand, moderate and justifiable reductions 
bad been made, I would be favoring it. 

But this bill calls for a radical change in our economic policy. 
It carries tremendous reductions that I feel sure will work out 
injuriously to the American laborer, the American producer, and 
the American employer. 

This Democratic bill goes so far in its reductions as to change 
our tariff policy from one protecting the American laborer and 
producer to a policy near free trade-a tariff for revenue only. 
I am obliged by my conscience and by consideration for the . ~ . 
welfare of the people of the great State of California to protest ~ 
again t enacting any such radical legislation . 

I do not ask more consideration for industries in my own · 
State than I am willing should be granted the industries of 
other States. I ha >e been wil1ing, and I am willing, to take 
reasonable reductions in schedules affecting California provided 
a proper reduction can be had in other schedules. I voted for a 
reduction in Schedule K, notwithstanding California is a great 
woolgrowing State, but I can not belie>e that justice is done 
that industry by placing it on the free list in this bill. [Ap-
plause.] . 

I know how seriously the life of the citrus and sugar indus­
tries in California is jeopardized by this bill. I know how 
much the prosperity and. happiness of all who labor in those 
industries are affected by the unwarranted extent of the reduc­
tion in the lemon schedule and by the free list ahead for sugar. 
If this bill is unjust and unfair to industries of my State, is it 
not reasonable to suppose that it is also unjust and unfair to 
other industries in other· States? 

I "Would like to vote for an income tax and I would like to 
>ote again for substantial reductions in most tariff schedules, 
e-..-en for reductions on items in which Oulifornin is ·grently in­
terested, but I can not >ote for reductions that seem to me to 
be decidedly unreasonable. I belie>e the American peopl~ are 
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demanding the reguJation nnd improvement of indush'ial and 
business conditions but I do not for one moment believe there 
is any widespread demand for the de truction of any legitimate 
Americnn industry. 

I am by no means a tariff expert. I know but little compared 
with what there is to be known. Ilowe-.;-er, I ha-.;-e the knowl­
edge on tariff subjects of the average citizen-perhaps of the 
average Congressman. I find that to be sufficient to make me 
sure that genuine expert are needed by Congre s when building 
a tariff structure to serve all interests adequately and de­
servedly. 

I feel sure now, as I did when I first came to Congress two 
ye::irs ago, tlfat a proper downward revision of the tariff will 
benefit our whole people. I am ready now to vote for any 
reduction founded on information and wnrranted by a due con­
sideration of producer and consumer, but I can not Yote for 
this bill, which I belie-re to have been made without sufficient 
information and without giving due consideration to the inter­
ests of the laborer and grower, the manufacturer and con umer. 

Our tariff policy and tariff schedule should be determined by 
Congress after a careful, adequate, and world-wide study of tar­
iff rates and tariff effects. Beginning at once, each rate should 
be singly determined and established. Then e,·ery separate 
avenue of labor and industry would not be disturbed, as now, 
in u general revision. A nonpartisan expert tariff commission 
should investigate and report to Congress full data on every 
item of every schedule. It should repurt the cost of productiou 
at home and abroad; the prices received by the grower and 
manufacturer; the prices paid by the consumer, ·~md the wages 
and conditions of labor. It should make recommendations. 
Congre s could then work systematically and intelligently on 
expert, scientific plans, which could be adopted, rejected, ampli­
fied, les ened, or otherwi e changed. 

Congress has passed nearly one-third of its time in the last 
four years in tinkering with the tariff. Now, we are to be gh"en 
three or four months of extreme suspense while our tariff boat 
is turned bottom side up and our respectirn industries permitted 
to sink or swim without any regard to those entirely dependent 
upon them. 

It may be thnt most of our indu tries will survive four yearFI 
of Democratic tariff upsetting; but why try such a doubtful 
experiment? Why not proceed along safe and sane lines to a 
tariff readjustment through the aid of a nonpartisan expert 
t a riff cornmi sion, as proposed and advocated by Progres iYe~ 
from the first. It is through such me~rns that our tariff troubles 
will be solved aright. 

Cnlifornia is hard hit by this Democratic tariff bill. The 
citrus and sugar industries are perhaps mo t vitally affected. 
Two hundred millions of dollars is alifornia's im·e tment in 
oranges and lemo~s. Her people ha"Ve twenty millions in sugar. 

There ham be~n fat rear in the citrus indu try, and there 
have been many lenn ones, but an ayerage for the past 20 year. 
will not show more than a moderate profit. California belieyes 
she can supply the whole United States with lemons at prices 
fair to consumer and grower, if giTen reasonable time and pro­
tection. Only one-fifth of aYailnble acreage adapted to lemon­
growing is planted in lemons. With protection the acreage in 
lemons will rapidly increase and eYery part of our countq cau 
be supplied. 

The present rn te of duty possibly may be too high; the pro­
posed rate is much too low. Who can honestly determine until 
after full and complete in-restigation by an expert ta.riff com­
mission? 

'The growing of lemons in California is an American industry, 
owned by Americnns, mannged by Americans, and furnh::hing a 
li•elihood to 40,000 families, practically e•ery one of which is 
genuinely American. Way down deep, my friends, the Demo­
cratic Party seems to care more for the mysterious influence of 
a handful of foreign importers in New York than it does for a 
home industry in California, owned and cared for by our own 
countrymen. 

Lemons will not a•erage le s in price for the next four years 
ber;1 use of the remornl of two-thirds of the duty. When Sicily 
has a monopoly, America will pay whatever Sicily chooses to 
ask for lemons. · 

To-day I received a wire from California which I wish to rend: 

Hon. WTT,LIA~f n. ~TF.T'FrF::-IS, 
SACRA~E~TO, CAL., April 23, 1913. 

United States Conoress, Washington., D. O. 
fJ ElA R Sm: rurimant to 1he provii::ions of a Senate joint re olution 

adopted by hotb Hou es of the Legislature of the State of California, 
I hM·ewith trnn;;;mit to you a copy of 
Senate joint l'<'- olution 2!l. relative to memoriali:>:ing Congress regarding 

the cltn1s-fruit lndui::trv of the Stnte of California.. and r equesting 
ollr R<>nntors nn<l Hcprt'l<C'nt3tiYes in ('ongrci::s to ni;e all honorable 
mMus to pre,·c>nt a n•ctnct ion in du tie on <:itrus fruits below the 
point \\hPr<' tJ 1P <lift't•1·:.i n,·e in the co t of production of the same 
would I.le C'q11:i llze<l. 

Whereas the citrus-fruit industry is one of the great and important 
enterprl es of this State, repre enting an inve!'ltment of 200,000,000, 
and materially conhibutes to the upbaildin,,. thereof; and 

Whel'€as the rates of duty on citrus fruit should equalize the dlfl'erence 
in cost of production between the United States a.nd foreign coun­
tries; and 

Whereas the present rates of duty bring to the Government a sub­
stantial revenue that has increased in recent years; and 

Whe1·ea a material reduction of the duties on citru fruits would 
hamper and retard the growth and development of the State of 
California : Now, therefore, be it 

. Jle oli:ed by the Senate and Assembly of tlic State of California, 
7orntly, That we re pectfully memorialize the Congress of the United 
States. not to reduce the duties on citrus fruits below a point equalizing 
the dlfl'ereace in the co t of production of tile sume in the United 
States and foreign c untrie , and we earnestly request our Senators 
and Representative in ongre s to use eve1·y honorable means to pre­
vent such reduction ; be it further 

Resolred, That tbe governor of the State of California be requested 
to appoint five citizens of California to pre~ent this memolial to 
Congress in behalf of this State; and be it further 

Resolced, That a copy of this re ·olution be telegraphed to the Presi­
dent and to each of our Senators and Representatives in the Congress 
of the United States. 

W. N. PARRISH, 
Secretary of Senate. 

I can best tell you what our people think of the Democratic 
sugar proposals by quoting the following telegrams : 

SACRAME~TO, CAL., Aprii 2il, 1918. 
Hon. W~I. D. STEPHE::-<s, 

Hottse of Representatit:es, Washington, D. 0.: 
I have the honor to hand you herewith copy of joint resolution No. 

18, adopted by .,enate and as emoly and approved by the governor April 
18, 19rn. Assembly joint re ' olution No. 18, relative to the protection 
of the California beet-sugar industry in the enactment by Congresll i>f 
laws affecting taliffs on imports into the United States. 
Whereas in tbe process of tarlfl' revision by Congress the indicated 

tenden.cy is toward an abolition of the duties on imported sugar; and 
Wherea such a policy would be calamitous to the cane and beet sugar 

industry of the 'ation at large, and especia lly to the beet-sugar busi­
ness of the State of California, which produces 1G5,000 tons pl:'r an­
num, or one-quarter of the beet-sugar output of the United States ; 
and 

Whereas the annual consumption of , sugar in our country is now 
3,500.000 tons per annum, supplied. viz. from domestic cane grown 
in l'orto Rico, Louisiana. and H awaiian I land 

0 
1,100,000 tons ; from 

beet su~ar manufactured in 16 States, G30,0 0 tons; tbe balance, 
1,750.000 tons, being purchased from foreign countries and refined by 
a few corporations on the tlantic seaboard, who are clamoring for 
"free sugar," in order that they may check the further invasion of 
their markets by the constantly growing IJeet-su"ar industry; and 

Whereas our Nation's beet-sugar output has increased from 40,000 tons 
in 1 97 to 630.000 tons in 1912. a rate of increase grPater than can 
be shown in any country in Europe during an equal period of time, 
while our cane-producing districts have apparently reached the limit 

. of their prosperity; and 
Whereas this country should, and can, become self-supplying in the mat­

ter of uga t· through the development of the beet- ugar industry, now 
involving the use of only 450,000 acres of land against 2H,OOO,OOO 
acres a da pted to the cultivation of the sugar beet ; and 

Whereas the development of the industry is checked by the menace of a 
free ugar bill. which wi ll subject this product to compe ition with 
cane and IJ eet SU"'lll' produced under tbe low-wage conditions in the 
Tropic and Europe. and at pric s delivered at our seaboard lower 
than, under the conditions, is paid to the farmers of our State for 
the sugar in the beet before it is manufactured : Now, therefore, 
Resclred, That the Legislature of the State of California (a majority 

of all r:'embers cl cted to senate and assembly voting for the adoption 
of this resolution and concurring therein) request the Senate and Hou e 
of Repre entatiyes at Wa bington and the President of the United 
States 1 hat due regard be had in the consideration of tariff revision for 
the claims of the bcet-su~ar industry, which i: so full of promise to 
our Nation, and that the principle governing the revision of the tarilf 
in this regard be that tbe tariff should equalize the difference between 
the cost of production of sugar at home and abroad. 

Resol recl, Th:i.t a copy of these resolutions be forwarded to each of 
the ~lembers of Congress from the State of Callftlrnia to be presented 
to the President and Congress. 

L. B. MALLORY, 
Ohief Clerk of Assembly. 

Los A-"\"GELES, CAL., April 9, 1913. 
Hon. WlL D. Sn:PrrExs, 

House of Rept·esentatit"es, TVashi11gton, D. 0 .: 
Whereas proposed new tariff bill which was intl'Oduced into the House of 

Hepresentatives April 7 by Hon. OSCAR UxoEnwooo, of Alabama, 
and which is now before Committee on Ways and Means of t he House 
for consideration, reduces customs rate on great number California. 
p :·oducts to such de.gree thi~.t in several instances lt will have in· 
e1 itu1Jle result of sel'iously c1·ippling, if it docs not absolutely destro~, 
great intere ts upon wbich depend large numbet·s of pe<>ple a.nd the 
public welfare of tbe State; and 

Whereas present reading or proposed tariff bill indicates that California. 
bas been more s ve rely denlt with than other . tates of the Union, 
and its products more severely and unnecessarily exposed to foreign 
competition: Now, therefore, lJe it 
Resolved by the Los A ngeles Cllambcr of Commerce, Tbat an earnest 

protest is hereby made against adoption of the taritr bill in its present 
form with its severe discrimination against products of the State of 
California. 

The above resolutions were adopted by board of directors at meeting 
held to-day. 

ARTJIUP. W. KI:-."NEY, 
President Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. 

In addition to the nbo•e, I haYe receiYed more than 2,000 
individual letters of protest, appealing to Congre. not to make 
the changes in the sugar duties in the wny propo ed. 
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I shall not go further into details of the citrus and sugar 

industries, for my colleagues, who more intimately represent 
the citrus and ugar sections, are better able to do so. 

Gentlemen, I do not ask for more than is justly ours. I want 
nothing to which we are not entitled. But I do ask, and I do 
insist that the growing industries of the United States should 
be protected to a degree determined by Congress after consid­
eration of reports aml recommendations of an expert commis­
sion. [Loud applause.] 

.Mr. .MURDOCK. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [~Ir. THO"MSON]. . 

l\Ir. THOMSON of Illinois. 1\Ir. Chairman, as a new .Mem­
ber, I s:Pall make my remarks very brief. 

I presume it may truthfully be said that there is no Federal 
legislation which more generally, directly, and vitalJy affects 
the people of the country than tariff legislation. It reaches 
down to tbe yery poorest of our people and up to the i~ichest 
of them. It not only bas its effect on the income of the ayerage 
citizen, but it determines in large measure the purchasing 
power of that income. It not only affects the people as indi­
viduals, but as groups, families, communities, and the Nation 
as a whole. There can therefore be no legislation more im­
portant than th~t which is now before us. 

The tariff is a legitimate means of raising revenue for the 
maintenance of the Government, but it should be much more 
than that. American labor properly looks to the tariff for 
protection from those conditions which are such a burden to 
foreign labor. Any tariff which does not primarily disclose 
its benefits in the pay enyelope of the laborer is not an equitable 
tariff. 

I believe that a tariff sllould extend to the point of protec­
tion-such protection as will equalize conditions of competi­
tion between the United States and foreign countries, both for 
the farmer and the manufacturer, and which shall maintain 
for labor an adequate standard of living. 

Believing that there are certain schedules in the existing tariff 
which are unjust and excessive, I strongly favor tariff revi­
sion, and it should not be necessary to add that the re\ision 
should be downward. 

I have spent much time in studying the pending bill, and baxe 
tried to determine whether it bids fair to accomplish the things 
which I think a tariff bill ought to accomplish. There are over 
4,000 items in this bill. Is the tariff which is provided for 
each of these items the kind of a tariff I have said I believe in 
and would like to vote for? I presume some of them are, but 
I feel sure that some of them are not, and I am very much 
more ~ertain of the fact that, with reference to most of the 
schedules provided for in this bill, I do not know whether 
they are right or not, and neither does anybody else [applause], 
unless he has given the question such study as qualifies .him as 
an expert upon it. The one big fact about the tariff that has 
been borne home to me as I have studied this bill is the fact that 
it is absolutely impossible to frame a just and equitable tariff 
by the log-rolling, I-tickle-you-and-you-tickle-me methods that 
have <'haracterized tariff making thus far in our history. 

Mr. BUCHAN Al~ of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. THOMSON of Illinois. I can not yield; I have only a 

few moments. 
Ours is the only Nation in tlle world to us·e such methods in 

framing a tariff. It would have brought certain ruin to any 
other nation foolhardy enough to try it, and the only reason it 
has not brought ruin to us is to be found in the fact that 
because of the great extent of orir territory our population is 
not dense as compared with other nations, and also because our 
resources have been and still are so yast. • 

It is high time we changed our methods. It takes long in­
yestigation and study-painstaking, thorough, and trained ex­
amination of exhaustive data, followed by the careful considera­
tion of a trained, unbiased expert, to get at the real facts con­
nected with any gh-en business or industry, from which we may 
proceed to reach a correct conclusion on the question of whether 
or not we shall have any tariff at all on a given article, and if 
it is concluded we shall have, then what that tariff shall be, in 
order that it shall accomplish the ends which we believe a 
tariff should accomplish. 

The present bill is not the result of such work, and it is 
bound, therefore, to be inaccurate, unscientific, and inequitable 
in many respects. It can not be otherwise unless it is a miracle, 
and even its own best friends do not expect that of it. 

I believe the basis for tariffs and changes in tariffs should be 
found in the reports of a commission, a nonpartisan, scientific 
tariff commission, reporting both to the President and to either 
branch of Congress, such reports covering the costs of pro­
ductio~ efficiency of labor, capitalization, industrial org:rniza-

tion and efficiency, and the general competitive position in this 
country and abroad of industries seeking protection from Con­
gress; as to the revenue-produci!:lg power of the tariff and its 
relation to the resources of government; and also as to the effect 
of the tariff on prices, operations of middlemen, and the pur­
chasing power of the consumer. 

I wish to say to the gentleman from Kentucky [Ur. BARKLEY] 
who addres~ed himself to this subject yesterday, that he has 
missed entirely the idea of the tariff commission ns propoEed by 
the Progressive Party. We do believe that the Republican 
Party of itself can not revise the tariff accurately and scien­
tifically. We do believe that the Democratic Party of itself 
can not revise the tariff accurately and scientifically. We 
believe, further, that the Progressive Party of itself can not 
revise the tariff accurately' and scientifically. In advocating an 
expert nonpartisan tariff commission, however, we of course do 
not propose to delegate any legislatiYe power to it. The com­
mission is not to formulate or pass laws. That power must con­
stitutionally and properly remain with the Congress. What we 
do propose is that the commission shall scientifically and accu­
rately ascertain the true and unbiased facts upon which we 
may base our tariff legislation. 

I do not feel, however, that the people of this country should 
be compelled to await the reports of such a commission before 
obtaining relief from those of the present schedules generally 
recognized as excessive. I bad hoped that we would have an 
opportunity to act on such schedules singly and immediately. 
While the recept Tariff Board may not have proven commensu~ 
rate with our ideals for such bodies, it did make more or le s 
exhaustive investigations with reference to Schedules I and K, 
aff€Cting cotton and wool, and submit reports on them, and it 
seems to me that those reports, such as they a·re and irrespec­
tive of our \iews with reference to the board it elf, girn us at 
least such information and light on those two schedules as, 
coupled with the burdens to the consumer caused by the exist­
ing cotton and woolen duties, requires us to modify those exist­
ing duties and specify new tariffs in those schedules wbirh will 
be justified by the information submitted in those reports. I 
trust that later on in the consideration of this bill substitutes 
will be offered for Schedules I and K-substitutes based on the 
reports of the Tariff Board to which I have referred-and in 
that case I shall be glad to support them, irrespective of their 
source. [Applause.] 

Of course, the pending tariff bill contains its jokers. Any 
tariff act framed as this one has been is bound in the "Very 
nature of things to be filled n-itb them. Some of those that are 
in this bill are plain and easily discerned and others are not. 
One of the most patent is contained in Schedule K. It was elo­
quently referred to this afternoon by the gentleman from Ohio 
[:Mr. WILLIS]. In the bill to revise this schedule, submitted by 
the Democrats in the last Congress when they knew it would 
be vetoed if passed, Angora wool was given an ad valorem duty 
of 10 per cent. In the pending bill much ado is· made of the 
fact that wool is placed on the free list. Eut tucked carefully 
away in Schedule K is a clause, 314, in which our friends the 
Democrats have provided-and they know now that the bill 
will be signed when passed-that "hair of the Angora goat, 
alpaca, aud other like animals, and all hair on the skins of 
such animals" shall have a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem. It 
should be added here that the center of th-.: Angora goat industry 
is in the district of one of our friends on the Democratic side 
of this House who comes from Texas-one of the members of 
the Ways and .Means Committee who participated in the prepa­
ration of this schedule. He apparently saw to it that the tariff 
bill offered by his party did not get his goat. 

I favor an income-tax law, and I regret exceedingly that I 
am not at this time to have the opportunity of casting a Yote on 
such a law unencumbered with this pending omnibus tariff !Jill. 
Our friends the Democrats have yery adroitly coupled the two 
together. 

Both because of and in spite of these views I bold on these 
questions, as a Progressive and as one who believes with whole 
heart in the principles laid down in the plutfo1•m of that party 
and who means earnestly to endeavor to live up to those prin­
ciples here anP. do whatever possible to carry them out, I must 
oppose this omnibus bill, for whatever of good there may be in 
it is completely outdone by the bad, as I am able to see and 
understand it. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. NEELEY]. 

l\Ir . . NEELEY. l\fr. Chairman, when I became a candidate 
for Congress at the_ special election held in my district in 
January, ln12, my platform contained 12 specific promises. 
Two of these promises-the amendment to the Constitution 
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of the United States pro>iding for the election of United States 
Senators by the direct rnte of the people, and providing for the 
adoption of a decent pension law-were enacted into law 
during the la t ses ion of Congre , and I expect to haYe tl1e 
plea ure of seeing two more promises--one proYiding immediate 
reduction of the tariff downward and the placing of trust-made 
good on the free Ii t, and the other providing for an equitable 
income tax, to equalize the burdens of goYernment with those 
who are best able to bear it-enacted into law during the 
present Ees ion. 

Mr. Chairman, I have neyer been a free trader. I am not a 
free trader now and, as long as the present condition of 
affairs continues. bn •e no intention of becoming a free b·ader. 
I fu1ly recognize that the tariff is a local issue; that the 
preparation of a tariff bill represents not the individual wishes 
or desires of any Member of this House, but is a series of 
compromises made between the different sections of the country 
and intending to strike a happy meilium according to the ideas 
of the political party in power. Since the making of a tariff 
bill thus invol•es a series of compromises, it is impossible to 
completely afr:::fy each l\Iember of the House, but there iS so 
much of good in this bill and so little that is bad that it is 
entitled to the hearty indorsement of e1ery Member of this 
body. I am e:xceedlngly glad to know that the Democratic 
Party, in the preparation of this bill, has adopted Hs old posi­
tion of a tariff for re\enue tempered with such protection ns 
is m~de nece ary by a changed competiti•e condition, and that 
instead of an average tax of 90 per cent. as proT"ided in the 
PaJDe law, tbe burden on the consumers of thls country will 
be lowered to an a •erage of a little less than 25 per cent. 

Some of our friends, both Republican and Progressfre, are 
prone to indulge their agricultural and laboring constituencies 
with fulsome cant relatfre to the Payne-Aldrich Act, and, lest 
they forget, I desire to go back and call their attention to the 
i tems contained in th~ free list of this act and make a brief 
comparison with the items contained. in the free list of the 
pendlng measure. 

We b-egin at the bead of the list with aconite; acorns, raw, 
dried, or undried but unground; agate; albumen; amber; am­
bergris; ammonia; analine salts ; apatite; m·senic; asbestos­
and for the life of me I can not understand why a Republican 
sllould desire to place a bestos on the free list unless it was 
thnt he permitted his gaze to wander into the political future 
when be would haye need for that particular article, and why 
our Progressh·e friends now defend that particular item an<l 
insist tbnt it shall be retained, unless they, too, expect to have 
u~e for the self-same thing. Asafetida; balm of Gilead; bees­
wax; bismuth; bladders; and dried blood; Brazilian pebbles; 
camphor; catgut; whlpgut or wormgut, and so forth, ad infini­
tum; chalk; civet; clay; cochineal; coffee; coir; cotton; cuttle­
fish bone; dandelion root; din di\i; and dragon's blood. Auel 
on down through the Ii t there is ergot; palmleaf fans, to go 
with the asbestos; felt; fibrin; fi hskins; and fossils-and why 
on earth shoulcl the Republican Party insist that fossils come in 
free when they have the splendid exnrnple of fossilized ideas in 
the preparation of this bill? Gambier; glass enamel; glass 
plates; grease; fat; guano; gutta-percha.; hide rope; lwnes and 
wl:etstones; ice; india rubber; iodine; ipecac; jalap i jet; joss 
~ticks; old junk; kindling wood; lac; lam; leeches-plenty of 
them after this bill was in operation; lime; litmus; loadstones; 
manuscripts; meerschaum; oakum; oil cakes; oleo stearin; paper 
stock; phosphates; plumbago; potash; pulu; quinia; radium; 
and old rags-not new ra o-s, my friends; not the things that go 
to make clothing that living men, women, and children wea r 
to protect them from the elements, bnt old rags, discarded and 
useless, come in unuer the beneficent provisions of that bill 
ab.olutely free of duty. Rennets, raw or prepared; salicin; 
salep; sausages; sheep dip; silkworm e(7gs; skeletons; i:::oda; 
spunk; storax ; tamarinds; ta11ioca ; teeth ; terra alba; tobacco 
stems-not the tobacco; they made the tariff on that from 35 
cents to 2.50 per pound; but you wel'e looking out for the best 
interests of the poor man whom you gentlemen talk about so 
touchingly, and so you made it po ible for him to take his 
dear Jimmy pipe, go back into a corner of his home, fill it with 
tobacco stems, and enjoy himself to bis heart's content. Tur­
pentine; turtles; vaccine virus; wax; whalebone; wafers; and 
that closes the list. Made up almost entirely of druggists' sun­
dries, there is only one item in general use that comes in free 
under the terms of your bill. What a confe ion for the man 
who defends it. No wonder tears come to the eyes of gentle­
IJlen who support that bHl, gentlemen who have talked so elo­
quently and plead so earne tly for the farmer, for the laboring 
man, for the man· who toil , and gi•e as their sole reason for ,·ot-

ing against this measure that it does not protect bis interest· 
tha t it fails to bring to him thnt measure of benefit thnt is hi~ 
by virtue of bis being a citizen of this country. Not only do you 
tearfully plead now for your· fattened indush·ie , but • h:ning 
ears you have heard not." And your next plea must be to v-onr 
con tituencies whom you ha•e thus betrayed. My prediction is 
that your next lachrymal demonstration will compare with this, 
as does a thunderstorm to an October mist. 

This bill places agricultural implements, including plows, 
harrows, headers, ban-esters, reapers, ngricultnral drills and 
planters •. mowers, horsera.kes, cultfrator , thrashing machines, 
cotton gms. wagons. carts, nnd all other agricultural implements 
of every kind and description, inclmling their repair parts, now 
taxed 15 per cent ad valorem. to go on the free list· en h 
registers, linotype and typesetting machines, sewing ma~hine . 
typewriter . shoe m:rchinery, cream separators. tar and oil 
spreading mac:hines, usecl in the construction and maintenance 
of road , including their rep:lir parts, all of which are now 
taxed at 30 per. cent. ad v-alorem, go Oil the free list; gloves, 
m~de wholly or m .chief value of leather, from horsehide . pig · 
skms, and cattle hides, now taxed at from 75 cent per dozen 
to $4.75 per dozen, go on the free list; leatherboard or com­
pressed leather. leather cut into shoe uppers or vamp , 6r other 
forms suitable for con•ersion into boots and hoes, boots and 
shoes made wholly or in chief Yalue of leather. leather shoe­
laces, finished or unfini shed, barnes . saddles. and saddlery, in 
sets or parts. now taxed from 5 to 20 per cent ad •alorem, go 
on the free list; cut nHils, cut spikes of iron or steel. hor eshoe 
nail , hobnails, and all other wrought-iron or steel n 3ils, not 
specially provided for, wire staples wire nails made of wrought 
iron or steel, spike , horse, mule, or ox hoes, and tack , brads, 
or sprigs, all now taxed at four-tenths of 1 cent per pound, 
go on the free list; barbed wire, galvanized wire not larger than 
Ko. 6 or not smaller than .r~o. 14, commonly used for fencing pur­
pose . gal•anized wire fencing of the same size, together with 
baling wire, all now taxed at from three-fourths of a cent per 
pound to 1~ cents per pound, together with an additional tnx of 
35 per cent ad valorem, go on the free Ii t; hubs for wheels, 
posts, head 11olts, stave bolts. last blocks. wagon blocks. and o 
forth, sawed boards, planks, dea li::, and other lumber n t further 
manufactured than sawed. planed, and tongued and grooved. 
and now taxed at from 50 cents per thousand feet for ro iah 

lumber to $2 per thousand for dres ed lumber, go n the free 
list; clapboard , now taxed at 1.25 per thousand, go on the 
free list; lath . now taxed at 20 cents i')er thou and, go on 
the free li t; pickets, palings, staT"es, and so forth, now taxed at 
10 per cent ad valorem, go on the free list; mH.l shingles, now 
taxed. at 50 cents a thousand to come in free of duty. 

I can understand why gentlemen now repre enting manufac­
turing interests that have fattened fo r years at the consumers· 
expense would oppo e this free list containing the e item , but 
I confess I am wholly unable to see how the man who repre ent 
a farming or a laboring constituency, or a con~tituency that i · 
progres ive and belie•es in honest and fair competition, can •ote 
against this reduction that places the trust manufacturing 
these articles of daily necessity on the free li t anc'l make hi 
peace with his people by hnncling them the time-honored buncombe 
of protecting home industries-industries that ham lon!! since 
grown rich ancl powerful through their privil ges at the p .. 1ple' 
expense. 

In 1902 the Internationa l Harvester Co. was or(7anized unde . 
the laws of New Jersey by the consolidation of the foll owing 
concerns : The McCormick H:u-.esting l\fochine Co., the ln rge t 
of these concern~ with re pect to aEsets and •olume of business, 
organized September 11, 1 79, and ha dng a factory at Chicngo; 
the Deering Hane ter Co., second in importance, orcr:rnize<l in 
1899 with its factory at Chicago; the Warder. llushnell & 
Glessner Co., manufacturer of the " Champion " line of harvest­
ing machinery, oraDnizcd October 18, 1 6, with its factory at 
Springfield; the Plano 1\Innufactlll'ing Co., organized l\Iarch 3, 
1881. with its fnctory at Plano, near Chicago. but later moveLl 
to West Pul1mnn. Ill.; the JHihrnukee Hnrve ter Co., organizeu 
December 15, 1 1, with its factory at Milwaukee. 

This combination was brought into exi tcnce by J . P. Mor"an 
& Co., and its apprai ed a sets, amounting to 67.076.220, wa::; 
immediately inflated by its incorporators until its cnpital tock 
amounted to 192,000,000, and upon this um the combination 
thu formed began to base its profits. its price , and to franrn 
its competiti n. It ha gradunlly extende<l it operations until 
at this time it control me twenty-cdd ub illiary compnnie0 , 

and is complete ma..,ter of the American market. The net enn­
ing , diYiden<ls, n<ldition. to sur11ln capitnl sto ·k. t gether with 
rate of net earuiuo-s on capital stock nncl surplu , nncl rate of 
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dividends on capital stock from the years 1903 to 1911, inclusive, Ur. NEELEY. I have heard their sponsors on this floor 
is shown by the following table: protest in this House time and again and ask· that these rates 

Year. 

l !IC3 ..................... · ••·· 
1£04.. .. : ........ .. . ........... . 
1£G5 ............. ········· ... . 
19C6 . . .............. . ........ . 
1007 ................. ··•·· ... . 
1908 ... ····· ····· ..... ····· .. 
1!!09 ........................ . 
1910 .................. -......... . 
1911 .......................... . 

Net earnings. 

t5, 641, 180. 61 
5, 658, 534. 68 
7, 479, 187. 36 
7, 346,947.32 
8, 080, 457. 51 
8, !185, 682. 13 

14, 892, 740. 21 
16, 084, 819. 19 
15, 521, 397. 89 

DiTidends. 

f3, 600, 000. 00 
4, 800, 000. 00 
4,800,000.00 
4, 800, 000. 00 
4,200,000.00 
4, 200, 000. 00 
4, 200, 000. ()() 

127,400,000.00 
8, 200, 000. ()() 

Additions to 
surplus. 

$2, 041, 180. 61 
85 ,534.68 

2,679,187.36 
2,546,947.32 
3, 880, 457. 51 
4, 685, 682. 13 

10, 692, 740. 21 
!11,315,180.81 

7,321,397.89 
1~~~~~~-1-~~~~~-1-~~~~~ 

be maintained, and that this tariff be maintained, in behalf ot 
the American manufactm;er. 

.l\1r. PLATT. Recently? Was it in these recent hearings? 
Mr. NEELEY. I beg the gentleman's pardon. 
l\Ir. PLATT. Has the gentleman heard that statement made 

recently by those manufacturers? 
l\Ir. NEELEY. I heard the gentleman from West Virginia 

[l\lr. Moss] make an appeal of that kind. It has not been over 
15 or 20 minutes ago. It is the same appeal that every special 
interest makes, to stand by the home industry. 

Total .. .. ............ . 
Avera,,"0 •....•.•....•.. 

89,590, 946. 90 
9, £54, 549. 66 

Mr. PLATT. The manufactmers of agricultural machinery 
that I know do not care. They would just as Eoon have their 

e6,2oo,ooo.oo 23,390,945.90 products placed on the free list as not. They ship a large part 
7,355,555. 56 · ······· · ········· of their products abroad, anyway. 

========~:=======:\=======;====== Mr. NEELEY. I hope, then, that the gentleman will not vote 
Rate of net earn-

Year. Ca:pital stock and ~~~~~P~~! Rate of divideni 
surplus. :plus at beginning on capital stock. 

1002............... . ......... s120,ooo,ooo.oo 
190lL. ....................... 122,041,180.61 
1904.. •• ••••••••••• • ••• -...... 122,899,715.29 
1905. ............... ...... ... 125, 578, 902. 65 
19C6.. ..... ... ..... .. . ... ... . 128, 125, 849. 97 
1907 . . . • . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . • • .. . . . 132, 006, 307. 48 
mos ... _ ... _.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136, 691, 989. 61 
1909 .. -.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147' 384, 729. 82 
1910........................... 4156,069,549.01 
1911 ............... ········· ·· . ...... . ......... . 

of year. 

· · -· · · · · · · · ·; 4: 7o.. .. · · · · · · · · · · · · ·a: oo 
4.64 4..00 
6.08 4..00 
5.85 4.00 
6.31 3.50 
6. 73 3.50 

1Q89 aso 
lQM ~l.~ 
9.95 5.86 

against this bill. 
Mr. LO BECK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. ~"'EELEY. Certainly. 
l\Ir. LOBECK. And when they ship harvesters abroad they 

sell to the Australian and A1·gentinian farmer for $80 what they 
charge the Kansas or Nebraska farmer $135 for, and thus put 
those wheat raisers abroad on a better basis and in a position 
of greater adva.nta,ge to meet the cost of production. 

l\fr. MANN. The gentleman shou1'1 be fair, because he is 
mistaken about that. 

l\Ir. LOBECK. Well, I am not mistaken, because I have seen 
it from letters, and baT"e had some statements in which the 
claim is made that that is true. · 

Average .............. . 132, 310, 913. 83 7.52 
l\Ir. NEELEY. I think that is correct, and I think that is 

5. 91 not all of it. 
Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle· 

1 Includes stock dividend of s20,ooo,coo from surplus. man permit an interruption right there? 
~Decrease due to stock dividend from surplus. EY 
;Computed on capital stock, $120,000,000, Oct. 1, 1902. l\lr. NEEL . I can not yield now. I understand that a 
4Includes s20,ooo,ooo capital stock dividend froll1: surplus. wagon that is sold in Kansas for $75 to $80 is shipped across 
tRate based on cash dividend and also stock diVJdend of $20,000,000. the ocean and sold in Germany, France, or Russia for $65; 

We people in the State of Kansas ha·rn had some experience that a mowing machine that retails for $45 with us is sent to 
with this same concern. Our attorney general brought a suit Europe, Asia, or Africa and sold for $35; and that other things 
to oust them from the State because they were engaged in a are exported and sold in proportion, 
conspiracy in re"traint of trade, constituted a combination in Mr. LOBECK. F. o. b.? 
violation of the Kansas law, and in the Eighty-first Kansas State l\Ir. NEELEY. Yes. · I am sure my farmer friends will not 
Report, on page 612, the court in considering that matter found object to the placing on the free list of cut nails ·and cut 
that the practical effect of the merger of these concerns that spikes of iron or steel, horseshoe n·ails, hobnails, and all other 
I have named into the name of the International Harvester Co., wrought-iron or steel nails, wire staples, wire nails made of 
of New Jersey, had been to regulate and control the retail and wrought iron or steel, spikes, and · horse, mule, or ox shoes, 
whole •ale prices of harvesting machines in the Stute of Kansas and so forth. I hope my friend who attempts to justify a vote 
and to secure to the defendant, the International Harvester Co., against this bill will remember, too, that these items are con­
npproxjmately 85 per cent of the total business within the State. trolled by a trust almost as powerful as the Harvester Trust, 
Tile court further found: and that they will doubtless give this bill the same support the 

So strong is this monopoly that the testimony in this case discloses Harvester Trust giv-es the plan to reduce the tariff on agricul­
that its power to regulate and control tbe price of machinery through- tural implements. 
out the civilized world 'YMere such machinery is used has a strong, if 
not controEing, force in nle fixing of prices and the regulation of trade And in that connection it might be proper to suggest that, 
in such commodities, and that under the evidence a complete forfeiture notwithstanding the cry to protect the Nail Trust, in 1910 the 
of the defendant's charter and right to transact business within the total importation of cut nails and cut spikes into tbe United State of Kansas would be justified. 

States amounted to 37,196 pounds, of the total value of $877, 
Proceeding further, the court says: while the exports amounted to $407,904, and the amount con-
lt is proMbited from using exclusive conh·acts witb its agents and ed · th U •t d St t t d t $1811000 dealer. · in this State, restraining or restricting them from handling or sum lil e Ill e a es amoun e O , ·, • 

selling goods or implements of the nature sold by the defendant in this Horseshoes and hobnails imported in the same year amounted 
State other than those obtained from tbe defendant. And it is re- to 14,829 pounds, of the value of $2,162; the total consumption 
strained and prohibited from making any unfair discrimination in the being of the value of $2,209,162. 
sale of its goods m this State against any section, community, or city, 
or between persons, tor the purpose of destroying competition. Of wire nans tbe im.port was 8.648 pounds, of the value of 

I am amazed that Members of this House, despite this report $209, while the export was $1,705,026. 
made by the Department of Commerce and Labor which I have In 1910 we imported 642 pounds of horse and mule shoes of 
quote<l, :rncl despite the finding of our court that this organiza- the total value of $105. We consumed that year $8,219.000 
tion constitutes a trust and monopoly in restraint of trade, re- worth of these articles. We also imported 517 pounds of tacks, 
straining trade throughout every section of the United States, brads, and sprigs of the value of $22, while the exports were 
should still insist upon gentlemen representing the State cast- $613,004, and yet our Republican friends representing consumers 
ing their votes against the users of agricultural machinery and of agricultural implements, barbed and fencing wire, lumber, 
in faT"or of this concern. I hope no Kansas Representative will laths, shingles, nails, and the other articles placed in this free 
dare vote against the bill that tends .to free his constituents list ha·rn the temerity to flaunt in the face of their constituents 
from the control of this merciless combine, and I am sure his in this progresstrn year of 1913 an argument that means a vote 
constituents will r€·buke him should he do so. to maintain these monopolies. Each of these industries has not 

Mr. PLATT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a only become -great and powerful as monopolies at home, but 
question? they have so extended themselves that they can go into the 

Mr. NEELEY. I will. home of the foreigner, compete with him on his own soil and 
1\.fr. PLA.TT. Do I understand the gentleman to imply that against his own labor and machinery. None of these countries 

the International Harvester Co. or other manufacturers of agri- into which these trusts have gone and built up their splendid 
cultural implements of that kind are objecting to having their trade have subsidized them by paying them any dut:r on their 
products on the free list? I have in my district two large imports, thus proving that during ,every minute of tin: ~ they 
manufacturers of agricultural machinery in competition with have been competing with the foreigner on bis own soil they 
the International Harvester Co. I have not heard a word from have been filching and robbing the consumer at home, and when 
them, but one of them told me a while ago that they did not I you gentlemen on that side return to your farmer constituents to 
care. tell them the story of your vote against this bill I trust that you 
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will then explain to them why it was you helped Andrew Car­
negie and his associates in the construction of libraries and 
other philanthropic institutions in your districts. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
1\Ir. MANN. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 

Ohio [~Ir. FESS]. 
The CHAIR.MAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized. 
l\1r. FESS. l\Ir. Chairman, it is too late for us to discuss the 

issue of changing from the protectiye system to a revenue sys­
tem in this House. Our Democratic majority in control of the 
House have assumed that they ha·rn that commission and that 
we ha>e no authority to combat it; that the commission came 
from the people, and that we must obey what the people have 

· said. 
I take issue, and I say that the people did not in the election 

decide against the protectile system, because the majority vote 
of over 1,000,000 in this election '\las upon platforms that pro­
nounced in farnr of the protective system. And if that had 
been an issue where the people could Yote "Yea" or" Nay," there 
is not any doubt in my min<l as to what would have been the 
result of the election. 

Yet I am not going to contend here that the Democratic ma­
jority should not push this issue to the last limit; but I am 
going to take the opportlmity of saying that if this Democratic 
measure goes into effect there certainly must be a reversal of 
public opinion, and that .will certainly come in a very short 
time-just as soon as the people can register their will. l\Iy 
judgment is that few things will be more sought after than a 
chance to vote. 

We are here discussing TI'hether this country, that bas con­
stantly profited under the protective system, shall now abandon 
that system and go on a revenue basis, a basis under which 
this Go>ernment ne>er yet has prospered. Need I refer to na­
tional conditions preceding eras of tariff legislation in contrast 
with those follo'\\ing such legislation? No thoughtful sh1dent 
will deny that seasons of depression called for stimulation of 
business which was furnished by the system of protection, 
which in tum were followed by seasons of great business revival. 
It was true in the McKinley bill of 1 90, the Dingley bill of 
1807, and 'le are now, under the present bill, with a Yolume of 
trade unequaled in history. The opposite effects are sho'\\n in 
the experiment of re>enue tariffs, such as the Wilson bill of 
1804. • 

If proof for these utterances are desired, consult the >olume 
of business t ran acted, ask the capitalist about the. demand for 
his goods, ask the laborer about the certainty of his employ­
ment and the amount of bis wages, ask the farmer to contrast 
the price of his produce sold from the farm in the periods of 
the I>rotectiye system as compared to those of the reyenue 
sy tern. 

When our Democratic friends were looking for an issue to go 
to the people in 18 4 they saw a full Treasury, a surplus, under 
a Republican administration, which they seized upon and 
charged the party in power with the crime of being too pros­
perous. They declared that they would reduce the surplus if 
they but had a chance. One of these strange freaks of human 
conduct caused the people to reject the peerless leader of ::.\Iaine 
to accept his opponent, Grover CleYeland. Four years of ex­
perience were sufficient, when the same people rejected the 
CleYeland message of 1887 and its author and commissioned the 
party of protection to reinstate the system under the l\IcKinley 
bill. l\Iost of us remember the challenge of that rare leader 
·when in his place in this House he challenged the Democracy 
upon item after item, in which he urged that the Nation be 
gi>en a chance to de>elop her resources on the basis of Ameri­
can wages, and" We will not only supply our own people but we 
"·ill soon help to supply the world." I heard him declare we 
could produce all the tin we needed if a duty, protective in char­
acter, were allowed. He even challenged the opposition by writ­
ing into law that if within a certain time under the law we did 
not produce one-third of what we used the law was to be in­
Yalid. What followed? Tin mills were erected, millions of our 
own capital were in>ested, thousands of our own laborers were 
employed at good wages, tin was placed on the market, and in 
ti me prices went down to the consumer below what they were be­
fore tlle duty bad been levied; and now consult the Democratic 
handbook accompanyiug thi Underwood bill for the amount of 
tin '\le are exporting And yet with the tariff on wages are still 
up wh ile prices of tin are down. This is the American system. 

Eisreprcsentation as wen · as willful denunciation opened the 
wny for the application of the re>enue system which bears the 
na1~e of Wilson. I ha,·e heard upon this floor the declaration 
tlrnt lhnt law was the best tariff law ever placed upon the stat­
ute books of any nation. Again I would recommend that men 
"·ould consult the moven·~nt of . business, the loss of wages, 

the destruction of capital, the paralysis of general industry, 
and the foreclosure of farm mortgages, with no price for farm 
products with which to pay expenses of living. This may be 
the measure of good law by some men, but it is not a Repub­
lican measure. 

If Republican theory of protection means anything, it means 
to encourage American enterpri e by in>iting capital to remu­
neratirn im·estment and the employment of labor at American 
wages, on the theory that home competition will ultimately 
reduce the price to the consumer below that which he was pay­
ing before the industry '\las established. After this the dutie · 
can be lowered. This theory bas been pursued by the Repub­
lican Party. The Morrill tariff was revised, and we got the 
McKinley law. Then came the Dingley law, and later came 
the Payne la'\\. In many items the latter law was no't a satis­
factory dowmrnrd revision. At the same time, the free list was 
increased and duties much· reduced.· Under it abundant revenue 
is afforded for the expense of the Go-vernment, business has 
ne>er been better, labor was ne>er more steadily employed or 
at better -wages and under better condition , and our exports 
surpass anything known in the past. But the Democratic 
Party undertook to pro>e the Nation -was hopeles business was 
inequitable, the consumer '\las ground to earth, p{·ices were out 
of sight, of course, due to the tariff, and the country at large 
was generally on the yerge · of ruin. Apropos to this we ex­
perienced an unfortunate di>ision in our ranks, which split 
our party in twain, in which not all the fault was on one side. 
This permitted a party casting less by 1,300,000 votes than the 
protecti"-re parties to ride into power. Here they are, in con­
ti:ol of this floor. Ilere i their proposed law, designed to go 
to a foreign country to buy with American money goods made 
by European labor, instead of inYesting that money here, 
employing our la.bor here, and thus keeping both capital and 
labor here. 

The protective system looks to the employment of ..l.merican 
labor and not to the employment of European labor. The pro­
tecti-re system looks to a '\\age that is a li>ing wage and not to a 
wage on the ba is of Europe. When you produce a thing in this 
country you employ Ame11ican capital; you in>est American 
capital in the .employment of American labor, and if you pur­
chase the goods · from our own manufacturers you keep the 
money here in tead of sending it to Europe, and that is the 
whole situation. 

I haYe heard here time and again, from men for whose judg­
ment I haye the greate t respect and for whose courtesy I have 
equal regard, that we ought to go to Europe for the purchase of 
our goods rather than stimulate their production at home. I 
say, gentlemen, that whenever '\'i·e can make two blades of grass 
grow at home where one grew before, that is American; and 
where we refuse to grow the two blades but cboo c Europe for 
the second one, that is not American. The man who says, for 
example, that the sugar industry is n legitimate because it 
needs the protecting, fostering care of this Goyerrunent is un-
cientific and against true Americani m. For if this country 

can produce the sugar we need by a little fostering in the be­
ginnin<•, it is not only our duty but it is patriotic Americanism 
to stimulate that industry in the investment of our own cavitaJ, 
in the culti>ation of our own fields, and in the employment of 
om; own labor. Thi will not only tend to do so, but will keep 
American labor and capital both at home an<l make this Nation 
industrious instead of looking to the industry of Europe built 
upon a European scale of wages. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] We can produce in this country e>ery pound of sugar we 
need. We are informed by experts like Dr. Wiley, whose judg­
ment my Democratic friends oppo ed to this principle will re­
spect, that America hns sufficient acreage of sugar-raising lands, 
if properly culti>ated, to produce every pound of sugar we 
need in this country. A moderate estimate fixes this amount 
at 27 ,000,000 acre , enough to produce double our need . I 
know of no better practical illustration for our purpose than 
that furnished by sugar. , 

The German chemist extended hi knowledge to the German 
beet field and provetl that the beet was not only a good sugar­
producing plant, but a splendid soil fertilizer at the same time. 
Our om:r agricultural experts insisted and still maintain that 
what Germany is doing we can do. Farmer knew that they 
could raise beets, but they coulu not dispo e of them. It was 
impossible to export them to the German beet-sugar plants, and 
there was no American plant. No sugar plant costing over 
$1,000,000 wonld be built until there was some assurance that 
its product, made by American labor at American wage , would 
not come into open competition witb cheap European labor 
costing one-third as much. 

The Republican leaders, satisfied that we had the ability to 
produce our own sugar, gm·e capital the 11rotection necessary to 
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pay American wages. When was it done? In 1904. What is 
the result? More than 70 great sugar mi11s, many superior to 
anything in Germany, costing nearly $100,000,000, employing 
thousands of laborers on farm and in factory. What has this 
industry done? It produces now 600,000 tons of· sugar, which 
sells to-day in our own markets for less price than before duty 
was levied. What is our contention? It is better to produce 
here than to go abroad. It is better to pay our producers than 
European producers. It is better to employ our labor than that 
of Europe. 

Give our sugar producers assurance for a time and you will 
increase the acreage of beets, enrich the soil by the root plant, 
mul t iply the mills, increase the demands for labor, and you 
will promuJga te a true Americanism. Now, my friends, I in­
s ist that it is true Americanism to stimula te the industry of 
agar producing, and ultima ely we will produce all we need. 

This is the protective policy and it is the American system. 
The author of this bill have dealt a deathblow to the sugar 

industry, especially that of Louisiana. When questioned "Why 
this course?" the reply came that sugar was not a legitimate 
industry. This position is based upon the theory that the same 
land could be emplo)~ed more profitably in some other com­
modity. 

For the same reason a similar stroke is dealt the wool­
growing industry of the country. The United States does not 
produce all the raw wool we need for our woolen mills. How­
ever, we do produce 65 per cent, and look to other lands for 
the remaining 35 per cent. The contention of this bill on this 
matter is, since we must purchase some wool abroad, it is wrong 
to levy a duty to protect that produced at home. In other 
words, the Democrats say it is better to seek the 35 per cent 
produced by cheap labor in foreign wool-producing countries, 
such as South America, South Africa, Australia, and Russia, 
than to stimulate home production by home capital and home 
labor. So it goes on the free list. Ohio, my State, the third 
woolgrowing State in the Union, with her 4:,000,000 sheep pro­
ducing the finest grade of wool in the world, must surrender this 
industry. This Nation, producing 328,000,000 pounds of wool, 
65 per cent needed by our numerous mills, must surrender this 
industry. This bill justifies this vandalism on the basis that 
our people should cease the futile effort, as they style it, to 
rai e wool and seek it in the markets of Australasia, South 
America, and South Africa. In other words, destroy one of the 
mo t important industries of the farm to justify a theory of 
tariff. 

At a time when prices of meats are high and still increasing, 
because of the shortage of cattle raisU,.g, when common sense 
would urge the stimulation of sheep raising, not only for its 
wool product but its mutton value, thus reducing the price of 
meat by the increase of the supply, we ha\e this freak bill to 
further embarrass the meat situation, and it is offered as a 
panacea for high cost of living. This is done in the face of facts 
produced by the Tariff Board that the sheep countries of the 
world outside of the United States will not greatly increase the 
world's product. If this be true, and it is not refuted, how long 
will it be after the destruction of the industry at home and 
we are dependent upon the outside world until the foreign 
monopoly Will dictate prices to the American consumer? Why 
would it not be better to care for the home production, the 65 
per cent of our needs, tmder which system each farmer could 
stock his farm with a growing flock which could live on forage 
much of the year at comparativcly small expense, which will not 
only clean up the farm but would fertilize it to better production 
of other products. Why would it not be better than to look to 
the world for the 35 per cent by a policy that will ultimately 
increase this foreign need by 100 per cent and reduce this great 
Nation to a totally dependent one in the matter of wools, mutton, 
and lamb? 

I hold such a raid upon such an established industry is un­
patriotic and un-American. Here is an industry in which 
600,000 producers and millions of consumers are directly inter­
ested, so individualized that no trust can be formed. It is 
particularly an industry of the farm, and since it is grown on 
land worth more than land is worth in South America, South 
.Africa, and other countries, it must be abandoned. This is 
done in the interest of the consumer. What will be the con­
sumer's chance when we · must depend upon the foreign coun­
try for our needs? Who will control the price we shall pay? 
In the case of wool we shall fare as we will in the case of sugar 
when our prices are fixed by the importer, whose entire interest 
is in the amount of his imports, of his sales, and the profit. 
Wool can not be produced profitably with a less duty than 18 
cents on scoured wool This duty will not materially affect the 
price of clothing to the consumer, since 6 to 9 pounds will 
make the suit. A difference of $1 or $1.50 on a suit will be 

absorbed by the middleman, and the consumer will not secure 
the advantage. In order to sa\e an imaginary sum the Demo­
cratic Party proceeds to destroy one of the country's best in­
dustries. I repeat that any raid upon an important industry 
such as the wool or sugar that will ultimately destroy it is not 
patriotic in this nor in any other country, and the time will 
inevitably come when the man who "Votes thus to destroy will 
hear a "Voice that is louder and more determined than any heard 
in this hall; and I am sure the time will not be long delayed 
if this measure goes into effect. 

One argument oft repeated on this floor is that the protec­
tive system depletes our resources. I take issue on this state­
ment. ·we ask protection for the woolgrower. One consid­
era tion is the "Value of sheep raising to the soil of the country. 
No farm was ever depleted by a flock of sheep, but invariably 
benefited. . 

For the same reason we ask for protection for the sugar 
beet as a root-producing crop, which as such is a great fer­
tilizer of the soil as scientifically demonstrated in the agricul­
tural laboratories and experiment stations of Germany and this 
country. A similar argument by our opponents printed in their 
handbook is to the effect that our system is designed to con­
tinue old, worn-out machinery that should be discarded and 
which must be discarded if we were on a free-trade basis. This 
sta tement was made by the distinguished floor leader of the 
majority, the author of this bill. 

Let us examine the facts. I take it if the machinery of pro­
duction is depieted and worn-out, production must either stand 
still or decrease. It surely would not increase. Is this true? 
•.rake my own State as an example. The last census compares 
the figures of 1909 with 1904. We have 15,138 manufactories 
in Ohio, in which are engaged 523,000 persons, representing a 
~apitalization of $1,301,000,000. In 1009 this capital employed 
H6,934 wage earners, expending in wages $317.597,000. The 
products amounted to $1,437,936.000, to produce whkh materials 
costing $824,212,000 were utilized. The value added by manu­
facture was thus $613,734,000. When these figures are com­
pared with the year Ul04, the census reports the following in­
creases: The increase in number of manufacturing plants was 
9.8 per cent. The increase of wage earners was 22.7 per cent. 
The increase of products, which is the real test of the ma­
chinery, was 49.2 per cent. In the face of these figures, what 
becomes of the contention of the Democratic policy of depleted 
machinery? In this case, as in all others, facts and figures are 
your greatest enemies, but mere denouncement or loud declru:na­
tion does not ser;ve as a substitute for the census report. The 
increase in the iron and steel industry from 1899 to 1!309 was in 
laborers 35.4 per cent and product 99.6 per cent. In the same 
period the meat business showed an increase of 144.G per cent. 
In the five years from 1004 to 1909 the flour milling business 
showed an increase of 16.5 per cent. In the same period the 
clothing business, which represents $45,000,000, increased 38 
per cent. The State shows similar growth in printing and pub­
lishing business; in automobiles, in which Ohio stands second; 
in the boot and shoe business the increase reached 22.6 per cent; 
in the clay products, in which the State ranks first, the increase 
from 1899 to 1909 was 85.2 per cent, being 18.1 per cent of the 
total product in the United States. Ohio also stands first in 
the manufacture of carriages, wagons, and so forth, this in­
dustry alone representing, in 1909, $21,949,000. 

There is not a single industry of farm or factory, mine ·or 
manufactory, in my great State that is not seriously crippled 
by this proposed Underwood bill. What has this bill done for 
the farmer? In the desire to decrease the price of his produce 
in the belief that this price is the cause of high cost of living, 
his crop must be placed on the free list. In other words what 
he has to sell must come down in price, no matter what he 
must pay for what he buys. Wool, with 11 cents protection, 
must go on the free list-sugar receives like treatment. Corn, 
now protected with 15 cents per bushel, goes on the free list. 
Broom corn, now protected by $3 per ton, goes on the free list. 
Buckwheat, with 15 cents protection, also goes on the free list. 
Potatoes, now protected by 25 cents per bushel, go on the free 
list. Swine protected at $1.50 per head, also goes on free list. 
Like treatment is accorded lard, meats, milk, cream, rags, rye, 
seeds, and many other products. 

What has not been robbed of all protection has been fatally 
1'educed. Horses, protected at $30 per bend, are to have $10 
duty. Sheep, with a duty of $1.50 per head protection, reduced 
to one-third or 10 per cent ad valorern. On ts, with 15 cents 
protection, is reduced to 10 cents. Wheat, with 25 cents duty, 
is reduced to 10 cents, while flour, the finished product of 
wheat, goes on the free list. Butter, with 6 cents protection, is 
reduced to 3 cents. Benns, with protection of 45 cents per 
bl.1shel, are reduced to 25 cents. Hay, with $4 per ton protec-
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tion, reduced to $2 per ton. This is sufficient to show the 
·\iciousness of thls measure as applied to the PI\l.lucers of 
wealth of the country: 
. The reasons offered for such reduction as announced by th 
brilliant floor leader of the majority, who has won the admira­
tion of both friend and foe by his winning personality, was that 
first, protection is unconstitutional; secondly, it is the chief 
cause of high cost of living; and thirdly, it is the mother of 
trusts. If the protective system is unconstitutional surely 
Hamilton, Madison, and Washington, all of whom were pro­
tectionists, and each of whom was a member of the conven­
tion that framed the Constitution, would have known it. I 
place the judgment of the framers of that instrument against 
the modern Democratic free trader. 

If protection is the cau e of high cost of Jiving, how does it 
appe..'lr that high prices are on the unprotected articles as the 
protected, and that high prices rule in free-trade countries the 
same as protected countries? If protection is the mother of 
trusts, what explanation have we of the existence of trusts in 
articles not protected, such as oil, salt, etc.? Or why do trusts 
tilri\e in free-trade England? The facts are that great combina­
tions are the result of modern business methods for the sake of 
sa¥ing expense of operations. Where combination is possible, 
competition is impossible. This is not a subject of the tariff, 
bnt a subject of regulation and control. 

High prices should be interpreted the "cost of high living" 
rather than the "high cost of living." It is due to many cause.'. 
Fir t, the well-to-do situation of the ayerage man has placed 
him in a position to gratify increased demands. He is becom­
ing more extravagant. He wants more and his standards of 
living are gradually increasing. Secondly, the drift of popula­
tion from country to city disturbs the balance between produc­
tion and consumption. It increases the demand for consumption 
more rapidly than the supply of production. This also causes 
prices of products to go up. Thirdly, the multiplication and 
improvement of facilities for communication, making the world 
but one neighborhood, has a like tendency upward in prices. 
Fourthly, the increase in number of the middle men between 
the original producers and the ultimate consumer compels an 
upward trend of price to the consumer, though it might not 
change it for the producer. The farmer who sells his fat cattle 
at a price tllat steak could sell at 15 cents will see the steer go 
through a half dozen different hand , each of which must have 
a margin, so that when it reaches the hotel table it will com­
mand more than three times the original price. Fifthly, another 
cause of high price is the great bulk of money in circulation in 
our country. These causes are conditions of rndustry and not 
results of tariff duties. 

This legislation is a playing of the town and city against the 
country. It goes upon the basis that it is in the interest of the 
con umer at the expense of the producer. The Democratic 
leaders say the consumer must always be considered before the 
producer. This is the sheerest demagogy. Who is the con­
sumer, and who is the producer? How can you separnte them 
in their interests? How can you benefit the consumer unless 
you also benefit the producer? · 

Wise legislation will look to the production in order that con­
sumption is possible. The vast proportion of the consuming 
element is made up of men and woruen who have nothing with 
which to buy production except the wage they earn. Legisla­
tion that does not look to the supply of this wage is un­
A.Jherican. The chief thing in the mind of the consumer is not 
the price for which the producer sells bis articles of necessity 
but whether he bas the money with which to pay the price. 
The legislation that does not provide wages is bitter enmity to 
the consumer, no matter how loud its derntees profess that they 
are looking to the consumer and not to the producer. 

If protection stands for anything, it is for the welfare of the 
consumer. It looks to building up industry here. It invests all 
our capital at home. It employs all our labor at home at 
wages on an a "'ferage of double those paid in other countries. 

Put this proposeu tariff legi lation into effect, remove the 
protection from tile producer, seek the supply of your needs in 
foreign markets, then note the effect of your law upon the con­
sumer, for whom you are now agonizing. Every dollar's worth 
of goods you purchase from abroad that could be produced at 
home. you take from the labor at home and give to the labor 
.abroad. Emry dollar you send abroad for goods you could ha"'fe 
purchased at home you reduce the business at home for the sake 
of tlle bu iness a broad. 

Put this proposed law into force by which you remove the 
.protection of our fa rms, our manufactories, and industry in 
general, and one of two things must follow: Either the busi­
ness must be seriously ct·ippled, if not ruined, in au the rnrious 
opP.rn ~ i'l'lS, or el e labor here must be reduced to the basis of 

the-laqor in the countries with which you propose to compete. 
In either case. what becomes of the consumer? Oh, yes; we 
have heard it said that wages will not be lower d, that Lrnsiness 
will not be hurt; that when "·e remove the tariff we will inrnde 
the markets of Europe, which will increase the demand for our 
goods, and thus prices of both goods and labor will increase. 
This is placed on the basis that price are ruled by the prin­
ciple of the Jaw of diminishing returns. That threadbare ar­
gument used by the author of this bill sounds very sophomoric, 
as it has the odor of tile classroom of the college professor. 
The price of a thing is not determined by the cost of it. The 
price at which a thing sells does not measure the desire for it. 
The price of an article is always determined by the ability of 
the consumer to pay for it. I make an article, it costs me so 
much. My friend from Kansas [1\Ir. l\IURDOCK] makes the same 
article. It costs him less. Both •articles are sold in the mar· 
ket. What I get does not depend upon the cost to me. It 
depends entirely upon the ability of the consumer to pay. If 
he can not pay, I can not sell, no matter how much or how little 
the thing costs. And I say here and now the man who con­
stantly talks of the consumer, losing sight of the consumer's 
power to buy, which is his employment, determined wholly by 
the ability of the producer to pay wages with which consump­
tion is made pos ible, tilat man is wrong. One will say, oh, it 
is a matter of production; the other will say, no, it is a matter 
of consumption. I do not care about the juggling of words. 
If we are out in a boat and it capsizes, we will not dispute 
whether we went down or the water came up. The effect is 
just the same. The sensible thing in legislation is to see that 
the producer can make it po sible for the existence of a con­
sumer. That is what the protective policy is pledged to do. 
Oh, but, you say, we want to open the markets of the world to 
oue goods. as if the world's markets are not open now. 

Has there ever been a period in the history of any country 
· like ours at present? Where is the capital that can not find 
in,estment? Where is the ·1a borer who can not find employ­
ment? Where is tbe man whose station is not better to-day, so 
far as common weal is concerned, than at any 11eriod past? 
If you have anything to sell, you can find a market. · If you 
wish to buy, you have the money, or if you do not have it you 
do have the opportunity to work · for it. The volume of trade, 
both domestic and foreign, is stupendous, unlike any other 
period. · Consult stati tics. Our foreign commerce is four and 
a quarter billion of dollars and our dome tic trade is the 
wonder of the world. Our exports for nine months ending the 
month of September were as follows : ...., 

1~~~ ================================~=========== $i:ti~:~~~::~~ For the seven months ending January the exports were as 
follows: 1911. $1,239 615,111-more than nine months in 1909; 
1912, $1.2 0,855,419-more than nine months in 1910; ln13, 
$1,506,461,628-more than nine months in 1911. 

This manelous export trade is under the protecti¥e system, 
which our friends, the Democrats, say closes the foreign markets 
to our goods. I am not averse to opening up the markets to 
the sale of our goods. That has been done, as the figures show. 
But I am averse to opening up the markets for the .purcha e of 
foreign goods which we can produce at home. 

The plea of the doctrinaire that we should proceed on the 
broad plane of cosmopolitan philanthropy which includes in 
our scope the whole world has no hold upon me if it means 
detriment at home. Free trade means equality of conditions. 
Europe does not give her labor the same chance we gh·e ours. 
I am ready to open the gates when Europe lifts her labor to our 
plane, but I will not vote to lower our labor to her plane. That 
is the entire contention in this proposed legislation. 

In conclusion, I am opposed to this proposed bill because it 
seriously cripples the agriculturnl intere ~ t . It strikes a death 
blow at two most valuable products-wool and sugar. It under­
takes to benefit the resident of the city at the expense of the 
farmer. It proposes duties that will seriously cripple every 
woolen and cotton manufactory in the country. Its policy to­
ward the boot and shoe trnde, toward the earthenware industry 
as well a the glass indu try is most hurtful. Not a chedul@ 
is touched that is not in danger of erious crippling. The first 
party to feel the hurt will be the laborer. While all will aumtt 
that duties when unnecessarily high should be reduced, whlcb 
has been the history of the Republican Party, I believe the 
majority of the people will reject this revenue tariff mensure, 
which is professedly an abandonment of our protective ystem. 

If this mensure becomes a law-and I am frank to say I ex­
pect the Democrats to pass it-we will see whether history will 
repeat itself. It is only 16 years from a former Wilson bill, 
which most of us still remember. 
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l\fr. U:r..'DERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I mo·rn that the com­
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. ADAMSON, having 

taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, l\fr. GABBETT of Tennes­
see, Chairman of the Committee on the Whole House on the· 
state of the Union, reported that that committee had had under 
consideration the bill· H. -R. 3321-the tariff bill-and had come 
to no r_esolution ther~on. 

CARL L. COOPER. 

l\Ir. MURDOCK. l\fr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the following resolution, which I 
~end to the desk and ask to have read : -
. House resolution 79. 

Re olved, That until otherwise ordered, Carl L. CooJ)er be authorized 
to act as special employee of the House of Representatives and receive 
compensation at the rate of 1,800 per annum, to be paid out of the 
contingent fund of the House, until otherwise provided for. 

The s ·PEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the resolu-

tion. -
l\1r. M.A._'N'N. l\fr. Speaker, I understand this is the employee 

that it' was understood by the House should be given to the 
leader of the Progressive Party on the floor? 

l\1r. l\IURDOCK. Yes. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. It is the recognition of the gentleman's 

party in his portion of the employees of the House. 
l\Ir. MURDOCK. Yes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 

the resolution. 
Tbe resolution was agreed to. 
On motion of l\Ir. l\funnocK, a motion to reconsider the vote 

by which the resolution was agreed to was laid on the table. 
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOB HIS 

APPROVAL. 

l\Ir. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re­
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following joint resolution: 

H.J. Iles. 62. Joint resolution making an appropriation for de­
fraying the expenses of the committees of the Senate and House 
of Representatives authorized to attend and represent the Sen­
ate and House at the unveiling and dedication of the memorial 
to Thomas JeffeJ;SOn at St. Louis, Mo. 

ADJOURNMENT. 
Then, on motion of l\Ir. UNDERWOOD (at 9 o'clock and 12 min­

utes p. m.), the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, 
April 26, 1913, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

CHA.l~GE OF REFERENCE. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 

from the consideration of the following bills, which were re­
ferred as follows : 

A bill (H. R. 3466) granting a pension to Eugene H. Cham­
berlain; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 4024) to correct the military record of Charles 
J. Lanning; Committee on In>alid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on l\iilitary Affairs. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIO~S, AND ME.MORIALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
· By l\Ir. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 4289) for the erection of a 

public building at Linton, Ind.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By l\Ir. BOOHER: A bill (II. R. 4200) to provide an allow­
ance for loss of distilled spirits deposited in internal-revenue 
warehouses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOOD: A bill (H. R. 4201) pro\iding for the erection 
of a public building at Marion, Iowa; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 
_ By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 4292) providing for the 
registry of offirers, clerks, and employees in the Federal service, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Census. 

By Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada: A bill (H. R. 4293) to estab­
li&h a botanical laboratory at Reno, Nev.; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. GARDNER : A bill (H. R. 4294) providing for the 
erection of memorials to Thomas .Jefferson and Alexander Ham­
ilton in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

L-32 

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 4295) to establish the Fred­
ericksburg and Adjacent National Battle Fields Memorial Park 
in the State of Virginia; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\!r. DYER: A bill (H. R. 4296) providing for the creation 
of a commission to be known as the l\lississippi spillway belt 
commission, defining its po,,·er and duties, and making an ap. 
propriation for its expenses; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

By Mr. l\IO:NDELL: A bill (H. R. 4297) authorizing addi- . 
tional desert-land entries; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. BLACKl\IO:N: A bill (H. R. 4298) granting an in­
crease of pension to widows of all soldiers of the l\Iexican War; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4299) to require all common carriers en­
gaged in interstate and foreign cQmmerce to collect, accept,' 
recei>e, transmit, and deli"rnr all express packages not exceed­
ing in ·weight 50 pounds; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. _ . 

By l\Ir. BYR1\1ES of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 4300) to 
prohibit interference with commerce among States and Terri­
tories and with foreign nations, and to remove obstructions· 
thereto, and to prohibit the transmission of certain messages 
by telegraph, telephone, cable, or other means of communication 
between States and Territories and foreign nations; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4301) to amend section 57, subsection n, of 
the act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout 
the United States, approved July 1, 1898; to the Committee on· 
the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4302) to revi're the right of action under 
the act of March 12, 1863 (12 Stat., 820) ; to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 4319) granting to the city and 
county of San Francisco certain rights of way in, over, and 
through certain public lands, the Yosemite National Park and 
Stanislaus National Forest, and certain lands in the Yosemite 
National Park, the Stanislaus National Forest, -and the public 
lands in the State of California, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. DALE: Resolution (H. Res. 76) to appoint John 0. 
Snyder a special messenger to sene in and about the House; 
to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. CARY: Resolution (H. Res. 77) directing the Com­
missioners of the District of Columbia to report on holding cor­
porations in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, resolution (H. Res. 78) authorizing and directing the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to investigate 
the conditions of transportation to Mount Vernon, Va.; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BLACKMON: Joint resolution (H.J. Res. 76) author­
izing and directing the Secretary of War to accept the title to 
4,000 acres of land at or near Anniston, Ala., for the purpose 
of establishing manem·er camps, rifle and artillery ranges, etc. ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\fr. CURLEY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 77) propos­
ing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States· to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. ' 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of Massachusetts, relatiYe 
to the sale of certain land by the United States to the city of 
Chelsea, l\Iass.; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of Massachusetts, rela­
tive to the price of coal; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legi 1ature of Massachusetts, relati\e 
to the sale of small fruits; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and l\Ieasures. 

By Mr. KAHN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
California, relating to the preservation of the natural condi­
tions of Lake Tahoe and of establishing by judicial decree the 
conflicting claims to the use of the ·waters thereof; to the 
Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

Also, memorial o~ the Legislature of the State of Californin, 
relative to making investigations and experiments as to nature 
and cure of tuberculosis; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California, 
protesting against the proposed reduction in the duty on sugar; 
to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Califori;iia, 
protesting against the proposed reduction in the duty on citrus 
fruits; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of California, 
relative to action by Congress in directing an im·estigation 
through the Department of Agriculture . of measures for the 
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protection of fruit from frost dama~e; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of Legislature of the State of California, rela­
ti"f'e to the continuation by the United States of surveys for the 
con truction of storage reservoirs for the impounding of flood 
waters in the Siena Nevada Mountains in the State of Cali­
fornia, and a king that an appropriation be made for forwarding 
the work as speedily as possible; to the Committee on Irrigation 
of Arid Land . 

By Mr. HAYDEN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Arizona, in favor of the acquisition of Monticello by the 
United States; to the Committee on the Library. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Arizona, 
requesting that certain abandoned military reservations be set 
aside to be used as sanatoria for sufferers from tuberculosis; 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
- Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By 1\Ir. BOOHER: A bill (H. R. 4304) granting an inc1·ease 

of pension to Herbert Thayer; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 4305) 

granting a pension to Dora Dee Walker; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4306) granting a pension to Ernest Holmes; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 4307) granting an increase of pension to 
Lucretia Grice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 4308) granting a pension to 
Jane F. Taylor; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FORDNEY: A bill (H. R. 4309) to remove the charge 
of desertion from the record of J. Lucius Bell; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GOLD FOGLE: A bill (H. R. 4310) concerning certain 
moneys collected from Bernard Citroen as customs duties and 
declared by the United States Supreme Court to have been ille­
gally exacted; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\lr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 4311) to au­
thorize the President to appoint Brig. Gen. Frank D. Baldwin 
to the grade of major general in the United States Army and 
place him on the retired list; to the Committee on Military 
.Affairs. 

By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 4312) granting a pension to Ger­
trude V. Ross; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By l\Ir. HULL: A bill ( H. R. 43l3) for the relief of Josie 
Myer Reynolds; to the Committee on Claims. 

By l\lr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 4314) for the relief of the 
trustees of the Zfon Methodist Church, of York County, Va.; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By 1\Ir. LEE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 4315) for the re­
lief of Charles E. Boltz; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 4316) granting an in­
crease of pension to George W. Hale; to the Committee on In­
"talid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 4317) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry l\f. Chase; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: A bill (H. R. 4318) to au­
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to use patent to issue to 
Erik J. Aanrud upon his homestead entry for the southeast 
quarter of the northeast quarter of section 15, township 159 
north, range 73 west, in the Devils Lake land district, N. Dak. ; 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By 1\Ir. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 4320} granting a pension to 
Charles Wedeke; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4321) for the relief of Warren E. Day; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. · 

PETITIO:NS. E'.rO. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
By the SPEAKER (by request) : l\Iernorial of the City Council 

of Norfolk, Va., relative to the acquisition and operation by the 
United States Government of the telegraph and telephone utili­
ties; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also (by request), memorial of the City Council of Kansas 
City, l\Io., favoring a Federal telegraph and telephone system; to 
the. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Daughters of the Ameri­
can Revolution of the State of Colorado, against the transfer of 
any part of the public domain of the United States, etc., to the 
individual States; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also (by request), petition of the Guidon Club, New York, 
protesting against any action by Congress to amend the Consti­
tution granting suffrage to . women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. Al~SBERRY : Petition of Amos R. Dewees, of Bryan; 
B. A. Welch, of Van Wert; Clyde Smith, of Leipsic; and sun­
dry citizens of Paulding, Ohio, favoring exempting from income 
tax mutual life insurance companies; to the Committee on 
Ways and l\feans. 

By l\Ir. ASHBROOK : Petition of Adam Deibel and Robert A. 
Youngen, New Philadelphia, Ohio, and T. J. Halen, Canal Dover, 
Ohio, protesting against an income ta.x on mutual life insurance 
companies; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\lr. CARY : Petition of O. H. Kripendorf, sr., of Cincin­
na tL Ohio, against plncing shoes on the free list; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Wilmanns Bros. Co., of Milwaukee, Wis., 
against proposed amendments and changes to Schedule M, para­
graph 412, tariff act of 19-09, relative to lithography; to the Com­
mittee on ·ways and l\Ieans. 

Also, petition of Cigar l\Iakers' International Union of 
America, against unlimited free trade with the Philippine Is­
lands; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Flavoring ~tract Manufacturers' A so­
cia tion of :\Iilwaukee, Wis., favoring keeping vanilla beans and 
oil of lemon on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and 
l\Ieans. 

Also, petition of Walter Travers Daniel, of New York, and the 
North Western Mutual Life Insurance Co. of Milwaukee, Wis., 
favoring exemption from income tax in tariff bill of mutual life 
insurance companies; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Blodgett Milling Co., of Janesville, Wis., 
against tariff upon rye, buckwheat, and the products thereof; to 
the C-0mmittee on Ways and l\Jeans. 

Also, petition of Herman Reel & Co., against the proposed 
duty upon raw furs; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of EJ. l\lay Caldwell and others, 
favoring legislation for the suppression of the white-slave 
traffic; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Mas achusetts Peace Society, favoring 
the repeal of the toll-exemption clause in the Panama Canal 
act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By l\Ir. DALE: Petition of sundry citizens of New Yorl{, 
favoring an amendment to the income-tax section of the tariff 
bill exempting from tax mutual life insurance companies; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Cigar Makers' International Union of Amer­
ica, against unlimited free trade with the Philippine Islands; 
to the Committee on Ways and l\leans. . 

Also, petition of the C. J. Tagliabon Manufacturing Co., of 
Brooklyn, N. Y., against the reduction of duty on sugar; to the 
Committee on Ways and l\.Ieans. 

Also, memorial of the Pas aic Board of Trade of the State of 
New Jersey, with briefs submitted by sundry Passaic manufac­
turers, against the reduction of tariff affecting the woolen, 
cotton, handkerchief, chemical, metal, and paper industries; to 
the Committee on Ways and l\.Ieans. 

By Mr. DYER: l\Iemorial of the St. Louis Association of 
Credit Men, favoring prompt legislative action on banking and 
currency reform; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By l\fr. GOLDFOGLE: Petition of sundry citizens of New 
York, favoring exemption of mutual life insurance companies 
from income tax as proposed in tariff bill; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Isaac Prouty & Co., of Spencer, Mass., against 
placing shoes on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of the Atlantis Dally Greek Newspaper, against 
the duty on cmrants; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also petition of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, ot 
Richm~nd, Va., favoring a law for t~c reform of banking and 
currency; to the Committee on Banking an<l Currency. 

Also, petition of Alex. D. Shaw & Co., of New York, N. Y., 
favoring a reduction of the duty on wines, whiskies, etc.; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Star Expansion Bo~t Co., of New York 
City, and D. Saunders' Sons (Inc.), of Yonkers, N. Y., against a 
reduction of the duty on sugar; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also petition of the Salts Textile Manufacturing Co. and the 
Angor~ Goat Raisers and Goat Breeders' Association, of Kimble 
Oounty, Tex., against the 30 per cent duty on raw mohair; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. · 
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.Al o, petition of the Banner Milling Co. and the Thornton & I Ily Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada: Petition of sundry business 

Chester Milling Co., of Buffalo, N. Y., against placing flour on men of Golconda, -Virginia City, and 7 other towns of Ne-vada, 
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means. fayoring the passage of legislation to compel concerns selling 

Also, petition of Snyder & Wheeler, of New York, N. Y., goods direet by mail to the consumer to contribute their portion 
against the duty on vegetable ivory; to the Committee on Ways of the funds for the develo1lment of the community, county, and 
and Means. State; to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

By Mr. GRIEST: Petition of Cigar i\fakers' International Also, petition of the San Francisco Labor Council, San Fran-
Un~on of America, against unlimited free trade in Philippine cisco, Cal., protesting against the passage of legisiation reducing 
cigars and tobacco; to the Committee on Ways and Means. the wage of the customs guards at the port of San Francisco; 

By Mr. HAYDEN: Petition of Tempe (Ariz.) Woman's to the Committee on Ways and l\feans. 
Christian. Temperance Union, in favor of legislation for the clos- .Also, petition of the Elko County Cattle As~ociation, Elko 
ing of the Panama-Pacific Exposition on Sundays; to the Com- County Ne•., protesting against the placing of wool and meat 
mittee on Industrial Arts and Expositions. on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\lr. IDLL: Papers to accompany bill for the relief of By Mr. W .ALLIN : Petition of sundry citizens of the thirtieth 
Josie Myer Reynolds, of Smith County, Tenn.; to the Committee district of New York, favoring an amendment to the incorne­
on Claims. tax proYisions, especially with reference to life insurance com­

Ily Mr. HOWELL: Mem·orial of the Rocky ~fountain Ore panies, in the proposed tariff bill; to the Committee on Ways 
Producers' Association, against the proposed reduction of the and l\Ieans. 
duty on lead; to the Committee on Ways and Means. Also, petitions of Re\. John C. Breaker and sundry citizens of 

Ily Mr. KAHN: Petition of the San Francisco Chamber of Worcester. East Douglas, Grafton, and North Uxbridge, Mass., 
Commerce, San Francisco, Cal., protesting against the proposed favoring the repeal of the clause in the Panama Canal act ex­
duty on wheat, oats, and barley; to the Committee on Ways empting .American coastwise shipping from the payment of tolls . 
and Means. or the arbitration of the que tion with the British Go>ern-

By Mr. LEVY: Petition of the Cigar Makers' International ment; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
Union of America, Chicago, Ill., protesting against the importa- By l\Ir. WILDER (by request) : Petitions of W. H. Whiting 
tion of Philippine tobacco and cigars free of duty; to the Com- and sundry citizens of Barre, Charlton, Leicester, New Salem, 
mittee on Ways and Means. Petersham, Princeton, and Spencer, Mass.; members of the Sec-

.Also, petition of the New York Credit Men's Association, New ond Baptist Church of Palmer; and W. R. Kimbell and sundry 
York, N. Y., favoring the passage of legislation making a n im- citizens of Lancaster, l\Iass., faYoring the repeal of the clause 
mediate reform in the present banking system of the United in the Panama Canal act exempting American coastwi8e ship­
States; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. ping from the payment of tolls, etc.; to the Committee on Inter-

.Also, petition of North Carolina monazite miners and other state and Foreign Commerce. 
citizens of Shelby, N. C., favoring an increase in the duty on 
monazite; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of J. H. Lane & Co., New York, protesting 
against any change in the present tariff on cotton yarns; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 
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Also, petition of N. L. Carpenter & Co. and sundry citizens The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
of Kew York, N. Y., protesting against an income tax being The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N . Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
placed on mutual life insurance companies; to the Committee lowing prayer: 
on Ways and Means. Father Almighty, humbly and reverently do we bow in Thy 

By l\Ir. O'SHAUNESSY: Petition of sundry Greek-American sacred presence, realizing how utterly dependent we are upon 
citizens of Pro idence, R. I., against the duty on currants; to Thee for life and all its attendant blessings. Thou hast antici­
tbe Committee on Ways and Means. pated all our needs, our longings, hopes, and aspirations; yet 

.Also, petition of t:J:e Executive ~oard of Tra!1e of the Rhode how often in the stress of life, its cares, and temptations do we 
faland State Federation of Womens C~ubs, ~gamst the measure forget the mind that concei"res, the heart that loves, the hand 
!o I}l~ce the control of forest r~servahons m th~ hands of the that would guide us to better thoughts, nobler living. Strengtllen 
rndn·1dual States; to the Committee on the Pubbc Lands. I our minds purify our hearts and make us willing to be led in 

Also, mel?orial of the ~hode Island State Branch~ .Cil?ar Thy ways' after the manne~· of the world's great Exemplar. 
Makers' Umon, No. ~· agamst free trade with the Ph1hppme Amen. ' 
I lands; to the Comrmttee on Ways and Means. The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 

Al o, petition of the Amalgamated Lace Operatives of .Amer-
ica, Branch No. 16, West Barrington, R. I., against the reduction approve · SWEARING IN OF A MEMBER. 
of the tariff on laces and lace curtains; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Al o, petition of the Rhode Island Association Opposed to 
Women Suffrage, Peace Dale, R. I., protesting against the pas­
sage of legislation granting suffrage to women; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petitions of John R. Dennis and David A. Craig, Provi­
dence, n. I.; William Wheelock, Greystone, R. I.; and Lawton 
& Co., Pawtucket, R. I., protesting against any radi~al change 
in the present tariff on wool; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petitions of James Dillingham; .Maurice H. Stearns; 
W. S. Iledfi.eld, general agent of the New England Mutual Life 
Insurance Co.; George M. Parks, of the Massachusetts Mutual 
Life Insurance Co., of Providence, R. I.; Robert Brindle, super­
intendent of the John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co., 
Woonsocket, R. I.; ~fred Green, superintendent of the John 
ITu.neock l\~utual Life Insurance Co., Pawtucket, Il. I.; and 
John W. Manley, Providence, Il. I., protesting against the 
income tax on mutual life insurance companies; to the Commit­
tee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petitions of the Embusso Club, John Hutchens Cady, the 
Rhode Island State Federation of Women's Clubs, the Bach­
elor Girls' Club, the Read, Mark, and Learn Club, the Audubon 
Society of Rhode Island, the Thimble Club, tbe Rush-Light 
Club, the Rhode Island Field Naturalist Club, and H. L. Madi­
son, all of Providence, Il. I.; Forest P. Beck, Oliphant Club, 
W. M. C. Little, John P. Swan, and others, Newport, R. I., favor­
ing the passage of legislation prohibiting the importation of 
feathers and plumes of wild birds for commercial use; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has the credentials of Hon. JOHN 
J. MITCHELL, of Massachusetts, properly certified to by the gov­
ernor of the State and the secretary of the Commonwealth, and 
Mr. l\IITOHELL will come forward and be sworn. If there are any 
other gentlemen who have not been sworn they will please come 
forward. 

Mr. JOHN J. MITCHELL appeared at the bar of the House and 
took the oath of office. [Applause.] 

ASSAULT ON REPRESENT.A.TITE SBIS. 

Mr. DAYIS of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
special committee appointed under resolution 59, I desire to 
present a privileged report and to giye notice that it will be 
called up as a matter of privilege immediately upon the con· 
clusion of the tariff bill. I also desire, Mr . • Speaker, to ask 
unanimous consent that the report may be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia, chair­
man of the special committee, sends up to the Clerk's desk a 
report and asks that it be printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia. Excluding the testimony, Mr.' 
Speaker. " 

The SPEAKER. Excluding the testimony, and the gentle­
man gives notice that he will call it up immediately after the 
disposition of the tariff bill by the House. 

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman, does the testimony 
accompany the report? 

Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia. The testimony accompanies 
the report, but it is not desired to print that in the RECORD. 

Mr. MANN. And that will be printed as a part of the House 
report? 
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